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Distance education is an innovative delivery method that is gaining a great deal of
attention on university campuses across the United States, as well as worldwide. While
this attention may seem to be newfound, the earliest record of the practice of distance
education traces back to Biblical times and was later referred to as correspondence. Landgrant institutions in the United States were among the first to offer correspondence
courses to students who may otherwise not have been able to attend traditional university
classes. While online education programs and courses across the United States have
grown, from 1.6 million students enrolled in the fall 2002 semester to 5.6 million students
in the fall 2009 semester, only 4.5% of those were offered in the natural resources
discipline. Identification of inhibitors and motivators for engagement in online education
opportunities with regard to university administrators, faculty, and students in the natural
resources is the next step to understanding why the discipline is poorly represented. Three
surveys were conducted in cooperation with 50 institutions listed in the Society of
American Foresters (SAF) Accredited and Candidate Forestry Degree Programs to
identify inhibitors and motivators, real and perceived, of university administrators,
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faculty, and students regarding their levels of engagement, if any, in online education
activities. SAF, the accrediting body for undergraduate forestry programs, has recognized
these institutions as having met the criteria for a professional degree in forestry. While
this research cannot be generalized to each discipline within the field of natural resources,
it does expand upon the existing research on perceived inhibitors to and motivators for
participation in online education and also highlights unique characteristics and challenges
of natural resource administrators, faculty and students. The research designs utilized
similar techniques previously implemented on the disciplines of business, education,
agricultural economics, and agribusiness and it was determined that responses by natural
resources administrators and faculty coincided with their peers from other disciplines.
Additionally, results indicate that natural resource students are enrolling in online courses
to supplement their degrees; however, they are not enrolling in online degree programs.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Distance education is an innovative delivery method that is gaining a great deal of
attention on university campuses across the United States, as well as worldwide. Many
view this form of teaching as a threat to the traditional style of education wherein the
professor imparts his/her knowledge onto the student in a time- and place-bound setting
exclusively. Traditional on-campus education originated out of the need to educate
lawyers, doctors, ministers, and others, whereas distance education’s origin was to reach
those individuals, typically adults, who could not obtain an education in the traditional
format. While many theorists have defined distance education in a variety of ways,
Parasad and Lewis (2008) have defined it “as a formal education process in which the
student and instructor are not in the same place” (p. 1). Many who have benefited from
distance education courses and programs have been “those with physical disabilities,
women who were previously not allowed to enroll in educational institutions open only to
men, people who had jobs during normal school hours, and those who lived in remote
regions where schools did not exist” (California Distance Learning Project, 2005, para.
1). Over the years, these two main differences in education have not changed much;
however, what is changing is distance education’s reinvention and enhancement of itself
since its early inception.
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History of Distance Education
The earliest record of distance education traces back to Biblical times when St.
Paul disseminated the Epistles’ through his messengers to his congregations (Holmberg,
2005, p. 13). Later referred to as correspondence, “…meaning education where the means
of distributing teaching materials and interaction between teachers and learners are
through the postal system” (Moore & Kearsley, 2005, p. 3), this concept of delivering
education to the student rather than the other way around has been the backbone of
distance education. The Boston Gazette first advertised correspondence courses in 1728,
and the first structured correspondence program in the United States was offered through
the University of Chicago in 1892 (Holmberg, 2005, p. 15; Moore, 2003, p. 11). The
University of Wisconsin and the Pennsylvania State University followed suit in 1900, but
Chautauqua Correspondence College (now Chautauqua University) was the first to use
correspondence courses as a means of obtaining a complete diploma or degree (Moore,
2003, p. 11). The College was only in existence for 15 years (1873-1896) during which it
produced 12,000 graduates and granted 21 degrees in theology and one Ph.D. (Holmberg,
2005, p.15; Pittman, 2001, p. 14).
In the early 1970s a new type of institution came into existence whose main
purpose was to provide education via distance using different types of delivery methods.
This type of institution, known as a distance-teaching university, (Holmberg, 2005, p. 20;
Moore & Kearsley, 2005, p. 4) was developed in approximately 26 countries with over
200,000 students in the United Kingdom, France, Iran, South Africa, Spain, Portugal,
Germany, and Japan to name a few (Peters, 2004, p. 17). In the United States, two
examples of distance-teaching universities are the Penn State World Campus and
University of Maryland University College. Both the Penn State World Campus and
2

University of Maryland University College are part of a traditional campus-based
institution. Furthermore, the Penn State World Campus is part of the Pennsylvania State
University, which was one of the country’s first land-grant institutions.
Land Grant Institutions
The Morrill Act of 1862 was enacted to create land-grant institutions in each state
to address the need for education in academic disciplines such as agriculture, forestry,
and engineering (Johnson, 1981, p. 335). These institutions were responsible for bridging
the gap between the nation’s agrarians and science, thus generating more successful
agricultural practices. In 1892, Pennsylvania State University and the University of
Wisconsin, both of which were new land-grant institutions, were among the first to offer
correspondence courses (Penn State World Campus, 2009, para. 1; Reilly, 2002, p. 2).
Since that time, institutions have increasingly used distance education as a means for
delivering programs and courses to students who are not be able to attend traditional oncampus university classes.
Online education programs and courses across the United States have grown
exponentially from 1.6 million students taking at least one online course during the fall
2002 semester to 5.6 million students in the fall 2009 semester (Allen & Seaman, 2010,
p. 8; Allen & Seaman, 2008, p. 5). Most of this growth originated from institutions with
over 15,000 students and were primarily doctoral/research based (Allen & Seaman, 2008,
p. 7). In addition, Foust (2010) reported the top 10 most sought after online degree
programs as being: (a) business administration and MBA, (b) nursing, (c) psychology, (d)
criminal justice, (e) health administration, (f) religion, (g) early childhood education, (h)
counseling, (i) accounting, and (j) human sciences (p. 1). While land-grant institutions
3

were the first to offer educational opportunities from a distance, agricultural-based
disciplines, such as the natural resources, have been slow to make such offerings
available online. The United States government defines natural resources as the
following:
“Natural resources encompass land, fish, wildlife, biota, air,
water, ground water, drinking water supplies, and other
such resources belonging to, managed by, held in trust by,
appertaining to, or otherwise controlled by the United
States, any State or local government, or any foreign
government, …any Indian tribe, or, if such resources are
subject to a trust restriction on alienations, any member of
an Indian tribe” (EPA, 2009).
He (2004) examined 300 institutions across the United States and China to
determine the extent of involvement in distance education activities within the natural
resources discipline (p. 6). This study found that 55.3% of the surveyed institutions
offered online courses consisting of various disciplines; however, only 4.5% of those
institutions offered online education programs and courses in natural resources (He,
2004, p. 8). One logical approach toward increasing participation rates and understanding
why the discipline of natural resources is less represented is to identify inhibitors to and
motivators for engagement in online education opportunities with regard to university
administrators, faculty, and students.
Inhibitors and Motivators
Administrators
A review of the literature indicated that a sizable amount of research has been
conducted regarding inhibitors to and motivators for engagement in distance education
for university administrators, faculty, and students. Surveys have been designed,
4

implemented, and analyzed to determine what the perceptions of university
administrators are as to why they do or do not participate in online education activities
(Allen & Seaman, 2006, p. 13; Galusha, 1997, p. 10; and Hickman & Williams, 2005, p.
5). In the survey conducted by Allen and Seaman (2006), 2,200 colleges and universities
in the United States identified by the College Board’s Annual Survey of Colleges were
examined to determine inhibitors to online education involvement as perceived by
university administrators (p. 1). Inhibitors identified by university administrators
included the belief that students require more discipline when engaging in online
education activities, more time and effort is required to teach online, faculty have not yet
accepted online education as a viable education method, online education is more
expensive to develop and deliver, potential employers would not accept an online degree,
and there is no demand for online education (Allen & Seaman, 2006, p. 13). Hickman
and Williams (2005) reported that administrator perceptions of faculty inhibitors included
release time, new faculty required, and a disconnection between online education to
research interests (p. 5). Finally, Galusha (1997) reported administrative inhibitors that
included funding, infrastructure, and technology, as well as a lack of commitment to
online education ventures (p. 10).
From a motivational viewpoint, the majority of university administrators (62%)
reported the main motivator to engaging in online education stemmed from the belief that
“the learning outcomes in [online] education as the same or superior to those in face-toface” (Allen & Seaman, 2006, p. 2). Additional motivators for involvement by faculty in
distance education, as perceived by university administrators, included increased pay,
decreased workload, and release time to produce and teach education online courses, as
well as recognition in tenure and promotion decisions (Hickman & Williams, 2005, p.
5

10). Interestingly, Allen and Seaman (2006) found that 58.4% of university
administrators surveyed believed that for online education to continue to grow the chief
academic officer at the institution must perceive it as being important (p. 9). With regard
to agriculture, a survey conducted on 90 department heads of agricultural economics
and/or agribusiness in the United States (Jensen, English & Clark, 2007, p. 256) found
similar inhibitors and motivators as stated above. However, one notable inhibitor was the
number of on-campus students who were taking online courses, as it is typically believed
that these on-campus students would not be interested in online offerings. A motivator
worth mentioning was the use of consortiums for outreach purposes in an attempt to
capitalize on the strengths or different offerings of other institutions (Jensen, English &
Clark, 2007, p. 259).
Faculty
Research into faculty inhibitors and motivators revealed similar results as those
related to administrators, but many faculty inhibitors were found to be intrinsic in nature.
Shea (2007) surveyed faculty from 36 colleges who teach online to determine their
perceptions of inhibitors to online education. Inhibitors included “inadequate
compensation relative to time investment, lack of recognition for and negative reputation
of online teaching, complexities of technology and online pedagogy, and reward structure
misalignments with online teaching” (p. 85). Additionally, Hickman and Williams (2005)
found a perceived lack of assistance or support in course development, workloads that
were too heavy to take on course development or teaching, and tenure and promotion
recognition issues (p. 8). Galusha (1997) concluded that a lack of training for course
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development, as well as acceptance on the part of faculty of online education programs,
were inhibitors (p. 9).
Motivators included course release time, increases in job satisfaction, interactions
with diverse students, opportunities to be creative, convenience and flexibility, and
opportunities for advancement (Hickman & Williams, 2005, p. 8; Shea, 2007, p. 81).
With regard to agriculture, Roberts and Dyer (2005) surveyed 88 program leaders and
department chairs within agricultural education departments in the United States to
determine their perceived inhibitors to and motivators for online education participation
(p. 73). In addition to the inhibitors and motivators already discussed, equipment
limitations, pedagogical concerns, and technical knowledge were listed as inhibitors,
while increased enrollment, favorable faculty evaluations, and better service to students
were noted motivators (Roberts & Dyer, 2005, pp. 78-79).
Students
Students have also been the topic of scholarly research to determine what
inhibitors and motivators exist with regard to their engagement in online learning
activities. Many inhibitors revolve around student characteristics, as well as situational
characteristics (Galusha, 1997, p. 7; Hillesheim, 1998, pp. 31-32; Muilenburg & Berge,
2005, p. 30). Since many students who participated in online education programs and
courses were working adults, it was reasonable to surmise that they may exhibit anxiety,
feelings of insecurity, and a need for more timely feedback, all of which are student
characteristics. Hillesheim (1998) found situational inhibitors of career expectations, time
constraints, family, and financial costs of distance education (p. 32), and Galusha (1997)
found feelings of social isolation from other students (p. 8). While Muilenburg and Berge
7

(2005) agreed with these situational characteristics, they also added the time and support
required for studies as an additional inhibitor (p. 35).
Motivation factors that have been identified as increasing the likelihood for
student involvement in online education are convenience, commitment to furthering
education for personal, and career satisfaction (Galusha, 1997, p. 8). While these
inhibitors and motivators were not all-inclusive, there was little in the literature that
directly indicated why students within the natural resources field do not have a more
active participation in online education programs and courses.
As illustrated, inhibitors, whether perceived or actual, prevent participation or
cause doubt among university administrators, faculty, and students relative to online
education activities. Despite these inhibitors, online education growth continues to
explode in the majority of disciplines within the United States except within the field of
natural resources. This overall growth is an indication that motivators do exist and are
directly linked to participation in these education activities at all levels as previously
noted (Allen & Seaman, 2008, p. 5; Allen & Seaman, 2009, p. 1). Identification of real or
perceived inhibitors to and motivators for involvement in online education activities by
administrators, faculty, and students can lead to a better understanding of actual issues.
Institutions desiring to establish natural resource online education programs can then
address these inhibitors and motivators. A detailed look at the institutions of higher
learning named by the Society of American Foresters (SAF) Accredited and Candidate
Forestry Degree Programs (Society of American Foresters, 2009) as having
undergraduate programs in forestry that meet the criteria for a professional forestry
degree, provided insight into the inhibitors and motivators, real or perceived, which affect
decisions pertaining to online education participation. Using this accreditation as a
8

standard, it was assumed that these institutions also have successful natural resource
programs at the undergraduate and graduate level thus capturing most of the academic
programs within the natural resources discipline. Therefore, the purpose of this study was
to determine: (a) what inhibitors and motivators, real or perceived, exist among university
administrators, faculty, and students within the natural resources discipline and (b) which
of these inhibitors and motivators had an effect on their participation in online education
activities. In addition, recommendations are presented to overcome inhibitors and
implement the motivators to move the discipline in a positive direction. Furthermore, it
was hypothesized that the inhibitors and motivators for the natural resource discipline
will mirror those from other academic disciplines.
Methodology
Participation in this survey-based research was important for several reasons: (a)
to assist the researcher in publishing perceived inhibitors to, and motivators for,
participation in online education among administrators, faculty, and students in the
natural resources discipline so comparisons can be made with other academic disciplines
and (b) to assist those natural resource programs directors wanting to implement online
degree programs with science-based information from which they can use to propose or
enhance online education at their respective institutions.
The survey population consisted of the 50 institutions named in the SAF
Accredited and Candidate Forestry Degree Programs listing (Society of American
Foresters, 2009). SAF, the accrediting body for forestry undergraduate programs, has
recognized these institutions as having met the criteria for a professional degree in
forestry. Using this accreditation as a standard, it was determined that these institutions
9

also have other academic natural resource graduate programs as well. Therefore,
institutions were contacted and their natural resource administrators, faculty, and students
were surveyed. A letter of introduction from the Dean of the College of Forest Resources
at a large southeastern university, who is also the past president of the National
Association of University Forest Resource Programs, requested access to the
administrators, faculty, and students of these programs (Appendix A). While the student
population consisted of primarily traditional on-campus college students, the information
obtained provided insights into their present and future needs.
The researcher interacted with the study’s subjects on several occasions. The first
contact was through the initial e-mail invitation and the subsequent contacts were through
and e-mail survey reminder. All subjects were provided with procedural information
regardless of whether they participated in the study or not. Subjects could discuss the
study with the researcher at any time and were encouraged to do so. The e-mail invitation
and survey reminders contained the survey link, which took the participant directly to the
survey.
Data for this research was collected using three separate survey instruments. The
faculty survey instrument utilized had been implemented in a previous research study
(Shea, 2007, Appendix B). Permission was sought and granted to replicate the past
research in the present study (P. Shea, personal communication, October 20, 2009,
Appendix C).
The researcher developed survey instruments for administrators and students
(Appendix D & E). Surveys were designed to capture information pertaining to
participant socio-demographic information, online experiences, views about online
learning, and future academic needs within the natural resources discipline. Survey
10

instruments were pilot tested on natural resource undergraduate and graduate students, as
well as natural resource administrators at a mid-sized university located in the southern
region of the United States to determine validity and reliability (Fraenkel & Wallen,
2006, G-4). Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2006) suggested measuring reliability, or the
degree to which an instrument consistently measures what it was designed to do. The
survey instrument for faculty was developed by Shea (2007) and administered to faculty
who taught at 36 colleges within one northeastern university system (Appendix B). The
factorial analysis reported reliability measure of 0.93. Therefore, no additional pilot
testing was conducted on the faculty survey.
All three surveys went through the Institutional Review Board (IRB) process for
accreditation of human subjects’ protection. This effort ensured that the institution’s IRB
policies and procedures were adhered to with regard to human subject research. A copy
of the approved IRB application was submitted to each participating institution’s
compliance office to ensure that their standards are also met (Appendix F). The surveys
were administered, and data collected using SurveyMonkey, an online survey tool
(SurveyMonkey, 2011; Appendix G). No information about participant e-mail addresses
was captured upon entering, exiting, or submitting the survey. Once the data was
retrieved from the online servers, it was housed on a personal network drive maintained
by the researcher’s institution, which requires a user name and password authentication
before gaining access. The researcher was the only person who had access to this data.
Survey data collected was analyzed using descriptive statistics. Descriptive
statistics, such as those measuring frequency, mean, and standard deviation, were used to
examine selected characteristics of participants such as age, gender, and level of
education. Mean distributions were employed to gauge the perceptions of distance
11

education in the discipline of natural resources for each of the subject groups. Analysis of
all open-ended questions made use of text analysis features of the survey tool to
determine themes that existed among the respondents (SurveyMonkey, 2011).

12

CHAPTER II
ONLINE LEARNING IN NATURAL RESOURCES: ADMINISTRATOR
PERCEPTIONS OF INHIBITORS AND MOTIVATORS
TO PARTICIPATION
Abstract
Online education, a relatively new and innovative delivery method, is gaining a
great deal of attention on university campuses across the United States. Even though
land-grant institutions were among the first to offer correspondence courses to students
who may otherwise not have been able to attend on-campus traditional university classes
they have been slow to develop and deliver online programs and courses. While online
education programs and courses across the United States have grown, only a few have
been offered in the natural resources discipline. Identification of inhibitors and motivators
for participation in online educational opportunities with regard to university natural
resource administrators is a key aspect to understanding why the discipline is poorly
represented. This study surveyed 81 university administrators from 50 of the Society of
American Forester Accredited and Candidate Forestry Degree Programs to determine
what inhibitors and motivators most affect their decisions regarding participation in
online educational activities. While this research cannot be generalized to each discipline
within the field of natural resources, it does expand upon the existing research on
perceived inhibitors to and motivators for participation in online education amongst
university administrators in the field of natural resources. The research design utilized
13

similar techniques previously implemented on the disciplines of business, education,
agricultural economics, and agribusiness and it was determined that responses by natural
resources administrators coincided with administrators from other disciplines.
Introduction
In recent years, distance education has been viewed as a relatively new and
innovative delivery method for traditional on-campus education courses despite having
been in existence since the late 1800s. Developed as a means of providing access to
education to individuals, typically adults, who may not otherwise be able to participate in
higher education, online learning has reinvented and enhanced its educational
opportunities to reach a broader array of students and has forged ahead into the traditional
on-campus educational setting. In an effort to keep pace with the demand for online
programs and courses offered through accredited institutions, university administrators
have been the catalysts for making decisions about whether their programs will or will
not participate in online learning activities. The decision to participate is often based on
administrator perceptions regarding whether or not their institution, faculty, students, and
stakeholders desire online learning activities coupled with the economic and cultural
pressures associated with online education. Several research studies have been conducted
on differing perceptions that exist between administrators and faculty and how both
populations view and approach online education (Allen & Seaman, 2009, p. 12; Dirr,
2003, p. 469; Pina, 2008, p. 429; and Wickersham & McElhany, 2010, p. 2). As online
education has become more Americana in the past seven years, university administrators
may oftentimes be placed in the position of having to make decisions regarding
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participation in online learning based on economic and strategic demands without the
consent of their faculty (Allen & Seaman, 2010, p. 19).
According to Allen and Seaman’s most recent report regarding online education
in the United States, the average administrator surveyed sees online education as part of
their educational strategy, but few have actually taken steps to incorporate it into their
strategic plans (Allen & Seaman, 2010, p. 7). Traditionally, when the nation’s economy is
in recession, the demand for education rises. The prolonged economic recession that the
nation is experiencing today is no different from those of the past. The faltering economy
has increased the demand for online programs and courses, with the majority of growth
coming from non-profit public institutions in the disciplines of business, education, and
engineering, as well as a slight increase in the hard science disciplines (Allen & Seaman,
2010, p. 19). Furthermore, many institutions have been reactive to the demand for online
education instead of taking proactive (Pina, 2008, p. 428) steps to address the increased
need for programs and courses.
Online Education Growth
Online education programs and courses across the United States have grown
exponentially from 1.6 million students taking at least one online course during the fall
2002 semester to 5.6 million students in the fall 2009 semester (Allen & Seaman, 2010,
p. 8; Allen & Seaman, 2009, p. 1). Most of this growth originated from public institutions
with over 15,000 students enrolled (Allen & Seaman, 2010, p. 9). In 2010, Foust reported
the top 10 most sought after online degree programs as follows: (a) business
administration and MBA, (b) nursing, (c) psychology, (d) criminal justice, (e) health
administration, (f) religion, (g) early childhood education, (h) counseling, (i) accounting,
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and (j) human sciences (p. 1). Missing from the list of highly sought after online degree
programs is the discipline of natural resources.
The discipline of natural resources was among the first to engage in distance
education. The Morrill Act of 1862 was enacted to create land-grant institutions in each
state to address the need for education in fields such as agriculture, forestry, and
engineering (Johnson, 1981, p. 335). These institutions were responsible for bridging the
gap between the nation’s agrarians and science, thus generating more successful
agricultural practices. In 1892, Pennsylvania State University and the University of
Wisconsin, both of which were new land-grant institutions, were among the first to offer
distance correspondence courses (Penn State World Campus, 2009 para. 1; Reilly, 2002,
p. 2). Since that time, land-grant institutions have increasingly used distance education as
a means for delivering programs and courses to students who are not able to attend
traditional on-campus university classes; however, the agricultural-based disciplines,
such as the natural resources, have been slow to make such offerings available online.
The United States government defines natural resources as the following:
“Natural resources encompass land, fish, wildlife, biota, air,
water, ground water, drinking water supplies, and other
such resources belonging to, managed by, held in trust by,
appertaining to, or otherwise controlled by the United
States, any State or local government, or any foreign
government, …any Indian tribe, or, if such resources are
subject to a trust restriction on alienations, any member of
an Indian tribe” (EPA, 2009).
In 2004, He examined 300 institutions across the United States and China to
determine the extent of involvement in online education activities within the natural
resources discipline. The study found that 55.3% of the surveyed institutions offered
online courses consisting of various disciplines; however, only 4.5% of those institutions
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offered online learning programs and courses in natural resources (He, 2004, p. 8). One
logical approach toward increasing participation rates and understanding why the
discipline of natural resources was less represented was to identify inhibitors to and
motivators for engagement in online education opportunities with regard to university
administrators.
Inhibitors and Motivators
A review of the literature indicated that a sizable amount of research has been
conducted regarding inhibitors to and motivators for engagement in online education for
university administrators. Surveys have been designed, implemented, and the results
analyzed to determine what the perceptions of university administrators are and why their
institutions do or do not participate in online education activities (Allen & Seaman, 2006,
p. 13; Galusha, 1997, p. 10; and Hickman & Williams, 2005, p. 5). In the survey
conducted by Allen and Seaman entitled Making the grade: Online education in the
United States, 2006, 2,200 colleges and universities in the United States, identified by the
College Boards’ Annual Survey of Colleges, were examined to determine inhibitors to
online education involvement as perceived by university administrators (p. 1). Inhibitors
identified by university administrators included the belief that students required more
discipline when engaging in distance education activities, more time and effort was
required to teach online, faculty have not yet accepted distance education as a viable
education method, online education was more expensive to develop and deliver, potential
employers would not accept a distance degree, and there was no demand for distance
education (Allen & Seaman, 2006, p. 13). Hickman and Williams reported that
administrative perceptions of faculty inhibitors included release time, hiring of new
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faculty, and a disconnection between online education teaching and faculty research
interests (2005, p. 5). Finally, Galusha reported administrative inhibitors that included
funding, infrastructure, and technology, as well as a lack of commitment to online
education ventures (1997, p. 10).
From a motivational viewpoint, the majority of university administrators (62%)
surveyed by Allen and Seaman (2006) reported the main motivator to engaging in online
education stemmed from the belief that “the learning outcomes in [online] education [are]
the same or superior to those in face-to-face” (p. 2). In other studies, additional
motivators for involvement by faculty in online education, as perceived by university
administrators, included increased pay, decreased workloads, and release time to produce
and teach education online courses, as well as recognition in tenure and promotion
decisions (Hickman & Williams, 2005, p. 10). Interestingly, Allen and Seaman found that
58% of university administrators surveyed believed that, for online education to continue
to grow, the chief academic officer at the institution must perceive it as being important
(2006, p. 9). With regard to agriculture, Jensen, English, and Clark conducted a survey on
90 department heads of agricultural economics and/or agribusiness in the United States
and found similar inhibitors and motivators as stated above (2007, p. 256). However, one
notable inhibitor was the number of on-campus students who would take distance
courses, as it was typically believed that these on-campus students would not be
interested in online offerings. A motivator worth mentioning was the use of consortiums
(i.e., other universities offering online courses in cooperation with each other) for
outreach purposes in an attempt to capitalize on the strengths of other institutions (Jensen,
English, & Clark, 2007, p. 259).
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As illustrated, inhibitors, whether perceived or actual, prevent participation or
cause doubt among university administrators relative to online education activities.
Despite these inhibitors, online education growth continues to explode in the majority of
disciplines within the United States except within the field of natural resources. This
overall growth was an indication that motivators do exist and are directly linked to
participation in these educational activities at all levels as previously noted (Allen &
Seaman, 2009, p. 12; and Allen & Seaman, 2006, p. 2). Identification of real or perceived
inhibitors to and motivators for involvement in online education activities by natural
resource administrators can lead to a better understanding of actual issues faced by this
discipline. Institutions desiring to establish or expand natural resource online education
programs can then address these inhibitors and motivators.
Methodology
Participation in this survey-based research was important for two reasons: (a) to
expand on existing research on the perceived inhibitors to and motivators for
participation in online education among administrators with an emphasis on natural
resources so comparisons can be made with other academic disciplines; and (b) to assist
natural resource program administrators wanting to implement online degree programs
with science-based information from which they can use to propose or enhance online
learning at their respective institutions.
Participants
The survey population consisted of administrators currently employed by the 50
institutions named in the Society of American Foresters (SAF) Accredited and Candidate
Forestry Degree Programs listing (SAF, 2009; Appendix H). SAF, the accrediting body
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for forestry undergraduate programs, has recognized these institutions as having met the
criteria for a professional degree in forestry. Using this accreditation as a standard, it was
determined that these institutions also have other academic natural resource graduate
programs as well. Therefore, the SAF listed institutions were contacted and their natural
resource administrators were surveyed. A letter of introduction from the Dean of the
College of Forest Resources at the researcher’s home institution (Appendix A), who was
also a past president of the National Association of University Forest Resource Programs,
was sent to administrators at these institutions, requesting access to and participation
from them.
The researcher interacted with administrators on several occasions. First, contact
was made through the initial e-mail invitation (Appendix I) to only those institutions that
expressed an interest in participating (n=24). Two follow-up reminders were also issued
through an e-mail (Appendix J). Second, all contacts were provided with procedural
information for participation in the study, which included the opportunity for participants
to discuss the study with the researcher at any time. Third, e-mail invitations and survey
reminders sent to the Deans contained the survey link. They in turn forwarded the webbased survey to the appropriate administrators of their respective colleges. Finally, the
survey link took the participant directly to the survey, which alleviated any direct contact
between the participant and the researcher.
Research Method
Data was collected using a researcher-developed survey instrument (Appendix D).
The survey was designed to capture information pertaining to participant sociodemographic information, online experiences, views about online learning, and future
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academic needs within the natural resources discipline. The survey instrument was pilot
tested on a group of administrators at a mid-sized university located in the southern
region of the United States to determine validity of the instrument (Fraenkel & Wallen,
2006, p. G-4) with no suggestions for revision noted. The administrator survey went
through the Institutional Review Board (IRB) process for accreditation of human
subjects’ protection (Appendix F). This effort ensured that the institution’s IRB policies
and procedures were adhered to with regard to human subject research. A copy of the
approved IRB application was available to each participating institution’s compliance
office, upon request, to ensure institutional standards were met. The survey was
administered and data collected using SurveyMonkey, an online survey tool
(SurveyMonkey, 2011; Appendix G).
Survey data collected was analyzed using descriptive statistics. Descriptive
statistics, such as those measuring frequency, mean, and standard deviation, examined
selected characteristics of participants such as age and gender. Analysis of all open-ended
questions utilized the text analysis feature of the survey software to determine themes
that may exist among the participants. The purpose being to see if there were differences
in perceptions based on the noted characteristics. There is also an assumption that
responses by natural resources administrators will mirror administrators from other
disciplines.
Limitations
The instrument was distributed in early June 2010 with reminder e-mails sent
every 10 days thereafter. A limitation to the study was the Gulf of Mexico oil spill;
wherein, some administrators were called on to provide assistance, resulting in e-mails
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not being distributed. The survey timing was intended to reach administrators at a less
stressful time of the academic year; however, this national disaster made this particular
year busier than usual and had an impact on participation. Furthermore, some college
administrators, who indicated they were willing to participate, did not forward the survey
to other college administrators because they were on vacation or for other reasons
unknown.
Results
Invitations to participate were sent to the administrators of the colleges listed in
the SAF Accredited and Candidate Forestry Degree Programs (N=50) wherein half
(n=24) responded that they were willing to participate for an overall participation rate of
48%. The survey invitations were then e-mailed to the contact person provided by the
lead administrator who, in turn, distributed the survey to their respective college, or
school, and/or administrators (N=81) of which 42% (n=34) completed the survey.
Respondent demographics indicated that 91% were male and 9% were female.
Furthermore, age classifications indicated that the greatest percentage of responses (34%)
came from the 55-59 and 60-64 age groups. Other age classes represented included 45-49
(6%) and 50-54 (25%). The majority of responses obtained were from Department Heads
(55%) and Associate Deans (26%). The remaining responses came from Deans (10%)
and Department Chairs (3%) with 6% of participants not responding.
Ninety percent of respondents reported that their natural resource departments
currently offered courses or programs via distance. Forty-eight percent indicated that they
have offered natural resource courses or programs online for the past 1-5 years. In
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addition, 38% stated they have offered courses or programs online for the past 6-10 years,
while 14% have offered online courses for 11 or more years.
Forty percent of respondents indicated that their college offers 6-10 courses
online. The remaining responses indicated that 28% offered 1-5 courses online, 15%
offered 11-15 courses online, and 6% offered more than 21 courses online. Finally, 9% of
those who responded to this question indicated that their colleges offered no online
courses.
The final preliminary question asked how many online natural resource degree
programs their college, or school, offered. Of those who responded, 53% offered no
online natural resource degree programs, 31% offered one online degree program, 12%
offered two online degree programs, and 3% offered 3 online degree programs.
Inhibitors
Participants were asked to select what they perceived to be the greatest inhibitors
to their institution’s participation in online learning activities. Administrators were given
a list of 14 factors in which they were encouraged to check all that applied (Table 1). Of
those administrators who responded, 58% indicated that their greatest inhibitor to
participating in online education activities consisted of the time and effort required to
teach online. The second greatest inhibitor for online education participation was the
funding required for course development and delivery (55%); however, participants did
not identify what specific aspects regarding funding inhibited online participation. The
next two leading factors, which administrators felt inhibited their participation in online
learning activities were: (a) faculty had not yet accepted online education as a viable
method of education (45%), and (b) new faculty and/or instructors were required (45%)
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to teach in the online programs. Finally, administrators responded (39%) that they
believed online learning programs and courses were more expensive to deliver.
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Table 1

Administrator Inhibitors to Participation in Online Learning Activities

Factors

Percent

More time/effort to teach online

58

Course funding

55

Faculty not accepting of online education

45

More faculty/instructors needed to teach

45

Online learning course development expense

39

Infrastructure

32

Release time required for development

29

Institutional commitment

26

Technology required for online teaching

23

Online learning expensive to deliver

13

Students need more discipline

13

Employers not accepting of online education

10

Connecting online learning to research interests

7

Campus students taking online classes

3

No demand for online learning

3

Administrators were then asked what, if any, factors not previously listed may
have inhibited their participation in online education activities. The inhibitors, which
administrators identified as causing them the most concern, included the field-based
laboratory experiences and institutional issues such as projecting enrollment, tuition rates,
bureaucracy, and the belief that the institution is not distance education friendly. Table 2
indicates the areas of most concern to administrators.
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Table 2

Administrator Inhibitors to Online Learning Activities not Previously Listed

Factors

Percent

Field-based laboratory experiences

35

Institutional issues

35

Quality courses

11

Choosing campus needs over distance instruction

5

Faculty-student interaction

5

Lack of interest by faculty

5

Participants were asked to describe the biggest perceived challenges they faced
before their colleges or schools formally offered online learning courses and programs.
Participants echoed the inhibitor factors of time, faculty commitment, quality, funding,
technology, career, and convenience as noted in previously stated research studies (Allen
& Seaman, 2006, p. 1; Galusha, 1997, p. 10; Hickman & Williams, 2005, p. 5; and
Jensen, English & Clark, 2007, p. 256). Other perceived negative challenges expressed
by administrators are demonstrated in Table 3.
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Table 3

Administrator Perceived Challenges Before Offering Online
Courses/Programs

Factors

Percent

Technology

28

Faculty training

20

Compensation

16

Time

8

Institutional issues

8

Time commitment

4

Quality courses

4

Interdepartmental course offerings

4

Other

8

Finally, natural resource administrators were asked to elaborate on what caused
them the greatest concern in regard to their program’s participation in online learning
activities. Table 4 highlights these concerns.
Table 4

Administrator Concerns Regarding Participation in Online Courses and
Programs

Factors

Percent

Program costs

53

Quality

30

Other

15

Again, the inhibiting factors of time, cost, commitment, career, convenience,
technology, and quality were expressed; however, the greatest concern for administrators
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was how to develop and deliver quality field experiences for distance students since this
was an integral part of natural resource training. One administrator stated that online
education and on-campus programs could not be equivalent “since the whole idea of
online learning is not to require on-campus attendance.”
Motivators
University administrators surveyed were given seven factors, which represented
the greatest motivators for participation in online education activities (Table 5) as
identified by previous research studies. Again, they were encouraged to select all factors
that applied to their natural resource colleges or schools.
Table 5

Administrator Motivators to Participation in Online Learning Activities

Factors

Percent

Consortium outreach

54

Institutional support

45

Faculty increase in pay

45

Online learning outcomes equal to face-to-face

22

Release time

18

Workload decrease

9

Promotion and tenure recognition

4

Administrators were asked what, if any, factors not previously listed they felt
motivated their participation in online education activities. Responses were in stark
contrast to the seven motivators found by (Allen & Seaman, 2006, p. 2; Galusha, 1997, p.
10; and Jensen, and English & Clark, 2007, p. 256). Utilizing text analysis, themes were
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identified from the administrator’s comments regarding their institution’s participation in
online learning activities by natural resource administrators (Table 6).
Table 6

Additional Factors Which Promote Online Learning Participation as
Identified by Administrators

Factors

Percent

Tuition reimbursement

35

Student commitment

20

Program growth

15

Personal growth

10

Recruitment

5

Other

15

Open responses from administrators included “[g]reater marketing of university
resources and teaching expertise across state, for nontraditional students” and “revenue
for department and institution.” A commitment to the students was summed up by one
administrator who noted, “[s]erving the land grant mission by providing place-based
educational opportunities to students who cannot move to a residential campus for fulltime studies,” was one of the greatest motivators.
Finally, when asked to elaborate on what motivates them to participate in online
learning activities, administrators highlighted factors that were similar to those expressed
by faculty in the field of natural resources regarding the student-centered approach to
education. Other motivational themes identified by natural resource administrators are
presented in Table 7.
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Table 7

Motivators to Program Involvement in Online Learning Activities by
Administrators

Factors

Percent

Student diversity

21

Demand for courses

15

Revenue generator

15

Student commitment

15

Start up incentives

10

Consortium collaboration

5

Learner outcomes

5

Other

10

It is clear that administrators of natural resource degree programs feel a strong
commitment to their discipline, faculty and students. As one administrator noted, “our
faculty [are] committed to providing an education that is consistent with the land grant
philosophy.” However, one noteworthy response argued against the “no demand”
motivator factor as presented by Allen and Seaman when the administrator indicated that
his/her “primary motivation was the demand throughout the state for our degree, which is
offered only at our university” (2006, p. 13).
Discussion
While this research cannot be generalized to each discipline within the field of
natural resources, it does expand the existing research on the perceived inhibitors to and
motivators for participation in online education amongst university administrators in the
field of natural resources. The research design utilized similar techniques previously
implemented on the disciplines of business, education, agricultural economics, and
30

agribusiness (Allen & Seaman, 2006; Galusha, 1997; Hickman & Williams, 2005; and
Jensen, English & Clark, 2007) and the responses by natural resources administrators
coincide with administrators from other disciplines. While the perceived level of
importance was different, inhibitors of (a) time and effort to teach online, (b) funding for
course development and delivery, (c) faculty not accepting online education, (d) new
faculty required, and (e) expense of course delivery were consistent with previous
research studies (Allen & Seaman, 2006; Galusha, 1997; Hickman & Williams, 2005;
and Jensen, English & Clark, 2007). Natural resource administrators were divided in their
perceptions that faculty do not accept online learning and in their beliefs that new faculty
and/or instructors would be required to participate in online education activities.
Motivators for participation in online education also coincided with previous
research findings of (a) an opportunity to outreach with consortiums to capitalize on
instructional strengths, (b) increased faculty pay, (c) support from upper administration,
(d) learning outcomes superior or equal to traditional outcomes, and (e) release time
required for development and teaching of online courses. The perceived level of
importance for these motivators did not coincide with those previously reported by
Hickman and Williams (2005), wherein the perceived motivators for faculty participation
were intrinsic in nature. Furthermore, the motivator perceived to have the highest level of
importance among surveyed administrators was establishing a relationship with a
consortium.
Perceived challenges and motivations expressed by administrators provided a
greater insight into the unique learning experience that a natural resource program
provides for its students. Administrators expressed concerns such as how to: (a)
effectively conduct field-based laboratory experiences online, (b) incorporate course
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requirements taught by other departments who do not teach online, (c) ensure quality
programs while trying to be sensitive to geographic and work demands of students they
are trying to teach. Administrators also expressed their reasons as to why they choose to
participate in online education activities. Responses focused on the: (a) student-centered
approach which the discipline is based upon, (b) desire to serve a new target audience,
and (c) belief in which the “faculty [are] connected to their profession which enhances
reputation of institution.” Finally, it was determined that 53% of natural resource
administrators who responded indicated that they currently do have online degree
programs; however, 40% indicated that they only offered 6-10 online courses.
Clearly, the issues presented are not linear but very complex for the field of
natural resources. As described, few differences exist between the field of natural
resources and other academic disciplines. Future research regarding inhibitors and
motivators, therefore, should include natural resource administrators because of their
unique learning programs within the academic discipline. Further research should focus
on: (a) field-based experience programs and their effectiveness online and what
approaches can be taken to achieve the same learning objectives (e.g. blending online
education with some measure of field-based experience); (b) the unique relationship
between institutions that exist in a discipline-specific consortium and if the effort to
capitalize on academic strengths while minimizing duplication plays a role in the
development of online degree programs; (c) why natural resource programs are
developing online courses but not online degree programs and the reasons behind the
discrepancy; (d) institutional policy and its effect on participation by administrators and
how the culture of the institution affects online learning, funding, priorities and mission
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advancement (Wolcott, 2003, p. 553) and finally, (d) does distance learning administrator
leadership assist in promoting or hindering the process.
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CHAPTER III
INHIBITORS AND MOTIVATORS TO FACULTY PARTICIPATION IN ONLINE
EDUCATION FOR NATURAL RESOURCE DISCIPLINES
Abstract
While online education programs have grown dramatically since the early 2000s,
not every academic discipline has been quick to expand its programs to an online format.
Natural resource disciplines were among the first to offer courses via correspondence;
however, they have been hesitant to make their programs and courses available in an
online format. A survey was conducted on faculty of the 50 member institutions of higher
learning listed by the Society of American Foresters (SAF) Accredited and Candidate
Forestry Degree Programs to determine inhibitors and motivators to their participation in
online learning activities. Results of this study expand on previous research findings but
also highlight unique characteristics and challenges of the natural resources discipline.
Recommendations are provided for future research in this area.
Introduction
Online education programs and courses across the United States have grown
exponentially from 1.6 million students taking at least one online course during the fall
2002 semester to 5.6 million students in the fall 2009 semester (Allen & Seaman, 2010,
p. 8; Allen & Seaman, 2008, p. 5). Most of this growth has originated from institutions
with over 15,000 undergraduate and graduate students and were primarily
doctoral/research-based (Allen & Seaman, 2010, p. 10). A literature review focusing on
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university administrator perceptions as to why faculty do not participate in online
education activities indicates that the top two primary inhibitors for nonparticipation
include doubt toward online programs as a viable form of education and a disconnect
between online teaching and research interests (Allen & Seaman, 2006, p. 13; Hickman
& Williams, 2005, p. 5). Additional research studies report that faculty participation in
online education activities are related to extrinsic factors, which can be either inhibitors
or motivators to participation, such as release time to develop and teach online, increases
in pay, decreases in workload, recognition in promotion and tenure decisions, as well as
“adequacy of institutional support, the change in interpersonal relations [with the
students], and quality” of programs and courses they are being asked to teach in a virtual
format (Allen & Seaman, 2006, p. 13; Bower, 2001, p. 1; Maguire, 2005, p. 3).
Created by the Morrill Act in 1862, land-grant institutions were among the first to
offer educational opportunities from a distance; however, agricultural-based disciplines,
such as natural resources, have been more hesitant to make such offerings available
online. He (2004) examined 300 institutions of higher learning across the United States
and China to determine the extent of involvement in online educational activities within
the natural resources discipline (p. 6). Results indicated that 55.3% of the participating
institutions offered online courses consisting of various disciplines, but only 4.5% offered
online education programs and courses in natural resources (He, 2004, p. 8). One logical
approach toward increasing participation rates and understanding why the natural
resources discipline is less represented is to identify individual, as well as institutional
inhibitors to and motivators for engagement in online educational opportunities.
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Inhibitors and Motivators
Much research has been conducted on university faculty to determine what
inhibits and motivates them to participate in online education activities. For example,
Shea (2007) surveyed online faculty from 36 colleges in a northeastern university system
to determine their perceptions of inhibitors to online education (p. 73). Inhibitors
included “inadequate compensation relative to time investment, lack of recognition for
and negative reputation of online teaching, complexities of technology and online
pedagogy, and reward structure misalignments with online teaching” (Shea, 2007, p. 85).
Additionally, Hickman and Williams (2005) found a perceived lack of assistance or
support for online course development, workloads that were too heavy to undertake on
online course development or teaching, and promotion and tenure recognition issues
among university faculty were also inhibitors to online education participation (p. 8).
Galusha (1997) concluded that a lack of training for online course development and a low
acceptance on the part of faculty toward online education programs were inhibitors to
their participation (p. 9).
Faculty motivators for participation in online education included course release
time, increases in job satisfaction, interactions with diverse students, opportunities to be
creative, convenience and flexibility, and opportunities for advancement (Hickman &
Williams, 2005, p. 8; Shea, 2007, p. 81). With regard to the agriculture disciplines,
Roberts and Dyer (2005) surveyed 88 program leaders and department chairs within
agricultural education departments in the United States to determine their perceived
inhibitors to and motivators for online education participation (p. 73). In addition to
inhibitors and motivators already discussed, equipment limitations, pedagogical concerns,
and technical knowledge were listed as inhibitors, while increased enrollment, favorable
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faculty evaluations, and better service to students were noted motivators (Roberts &
Dyer, 2005, pp. 78-79).
Most of the previous research has been conducted on academic disciplines such as
business, education, and, to some extent, agriculture. However, little to none of this
research has focused on faculty who teach within specific academic disciplines of natural
resources. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine what inhibitors and
motivators to online engagement, real or perceived, are identified by faculty who teach
within the academic disciplines of natural resources and whether or not the results are
consistent with previously reported research among faculty within other academic
disciplines.
Methodology
Participation in this survey-based research was important for three reasons: (1) to
expand on existing research on the perceived inhibitors to and motivators for
participation in online education among faculty with an emphasis on natural resources so
comparisons can be made with other academic disciplines; (2) to assist natural resource
faculty in understanding where their academic discipline stands with regard to online
education to make better informed decisions with science-based courses which they teach
or propose to teach online at their respective institutions, and (3) to assist natural resource
administrators develop an understanding of what inhibits and/or motivates their faculty to
participate in online education activities.
Participants
The survey population consisted of natural resource faculty currently teaching at
the 50 institutions associated with the Society of American Foresters (SAF) Accredited
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and Candidate Forestry Degree Programs listing (Society of American Foresters, 2009;
Appendix H). SAF, the accrediting body for forestry undergraduate programs, has
recognized these institutions as having met the criteria for a professional degree in
forestry. Using this accreditation as a standard, it was determined that these institutions
also have other academic natural resource graduate programs as well. Therefore,
institutions were contacted and their natural resource faculty were surveyed. A letter of
introduction (Appendix A) from the Dean of a natural resources college, from the
researchers home institution located at a large southeastern university, was sent to the
natural resource administrators to request access to their faculty.
Research Method
The faculty survey instrument utilized was adapted from a previous research
study (Shea, 2007; Appendix B). For the present study, permission was sought and
granted to replicate the faculty survey instrument (P. Shea, personal communication,
October 20, 2009; Appendix C). The survey was designed to capture information
pertaining to participant socio-demographic information, perceptions of online teaching
experiences, job security, promotion and tenure factors, technical support issues, as well
as reputation and quality issues pertaining to online learning within the natural resources
discipline. The survey instrument developed by Shea (2007) was previously administered
to faculty teaching at 36 colleges within one northeastern state university system. The
factorial analysis reported reliability measures of 0.93. Therefore, no pilot test was
conducted.
The survey was approved by the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for
accreditation of human subjects’ protection at the researcher’s home institution
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(Appendix F). A copy of the approved IRB application was provided to each participating
institution’s compliance office to ensure that their standards were being met also. Surveys
were administered and data collected using SurveyMonkey, an online survey tool
(SurveyMonkey, 2011; Appendix G). Utilizing a summative rating measurement known
as the Likert scale (Ary, Jacobs & Sorensen, 2010, p. 209), which is defined as “a selfreporting instrument in which an individual responds to a series of statements by
indicating the extent of agreement, faculty were asked to rate their level of motivation or
desire to toward a series of statements regarding general online teaching. Faculty
motivation or desire ratings ranged from (1) does not increase my desire to teach online
to (7) increases my desire to teach online. “Each choice was then given a numerical
value, and the total score [was] presumed to indicate the attitude or belief in question”
(Frankel & Wallen, 2006, p. G-4).
In regard to their personal perceptions toward online teaching, faculty were asked
a series of questions grouped into the following categories: (a) general teaching
information, (b) job security, (c) promotion and tenure factors, (d) reputation of online
teaching, (e) technical support issues, (f) future use, and (g) open-ended responses. Items
A – F were presented in a Likert scale form with ratings that ranged from: (1)…to (7).
Survey invitations were e-mailed to lead administrators who forwarded the survey link to
their faculty to complete. The e-mail invitation described the research being conducted,
and participation procedures as well as contact information for the researcher (Appendix
I).
Survey data collected were analyzed using descriptive statistic techniques.
Descriptive statistics, such as those measuring frequency, mean, and standard deviation,
were utilized to examine selected characteristics of participants, such as age, gender, and
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level of education. Mean distributions were utilized to gauge perceptions of online
education by faculty in the discipline of natural resources. Analysis of all open-ended
questions utilized the text analysis feature of the survey software to determine themes
that may exist among respondents (SurveyMonkey, 2011).
Limitations
Nonresponse bias is not a factor in this research study for several reasons. First,
while the socio-demographics of the survey respondents would indicate response bias, the
subject matter of the survey was not a common topic for this group. Second, the survey
results mirrored those obtained in a previous study wherein the identical survey was used.
Third, after the study was complete, several faculty within the field of natural resources
reported to the researcher that the survey was not completed because of survey overload
(Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010, p. 409). Finally, age and gender of the respondents were
representative of the discipline as a whole.
Results
Invitations to participate were sent to the administrators of the SAF Accredited
and Candidate Forestry Degree Programs colleges and schools (N=50) along with the
letter of introduction, and (n=12) responded that they were willing to participate for an
overall institution participation rate of 24%. The response rate for faculty (N=508) at the
participating universities who offer natural resources produced an overall participation
rate of 14.37% (n=73). The survey was disseminated to the faculty during the Fall 2010
semester. Socio-demographics of respondents indicated that 70% were male, 16% were
female and 14% did not specify their gender. Age classifications for respondents
indicated they were primarily from the age group 50-59 (37%). Other age groups
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represented included 40-49 (19%), 25-39 (16%), and 60 or older (14%). The remaining
(14%) did not indicate their age range. The majority of responses were obtained from full
professors (38%), assistant and associate professors (21%), and adjuncts, lecturers, or
instructors (8%), with (33%) of respondents choosing to not reveal their academic
appointment.
Faculty were asked to report the natural resource content area in which they
currently teach. Content areas of forest ecology and physiology, forest economics, forest
management, forest mensuration, human dimensions of forestry, wetland ecology,
wildland recreation management, wildlife diseases, and wood products engineering had
the highest percentage of responses (32.4%). Content areas of extension, geographic
information systems, remote sensing and geospatial analysis, silviculture, and wildlife
science had the next highest percentage of responses (27.3%). Twenty-five percent of
participants chose to not answer this question, with the remaining 15.3% of responses
coming from single responses in unique content areas.
The next series of questions asked of the faculty were regarding online teaching.
Sixty percent of those who responded indicated that they do not teach courses in a
completely online format, while 23% indicated that they do. Forty-one percent of faculty
who responded reported that they do not receive any additional compensation for
developing or teaching an online course, while 10% indicated they receive a stipend.
Respondents (45%) indicated that they teach using a course management system
supported by their university or college and had a high level of computer skills (38%)
prior to developing or teaching online. Additionally, 37% of respondents reported having
taught 30 or fewer students at one time in their online course, while 14% reported having
taught between 31 to more than 100 students. The final question addressed their
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perceived overall satisfaction with teaching online; whereas, 36% of those who
responded indicated they were very satisfied with teaching online. Some faculty (22.5%)
indicated they have been teaching online since 2004. Seventy-five percent of the faculty
who responded to the survey reported they agree that, overall, their students learned a
great deal in their course(s).
Inhibitors
Results describing inhibitors and their mean differences are presented in Table 8.
The top six inhibitors most identified by faculty included: (a) inadequate time to develop
new online courses (m=5.25), (b) inadequate time to revise online courses (m=4.96), (c)
inadequate time to learn about online teaching (m=4.92), (d) the absence of face-to-face
interaction with students can be a disadvantage (m=4.87), (e) online teaching may take
more time than classroom teaching (m=4.86), and (f) inadequate technical support for
online course development (m=4.80). Responses to open-ended questions regarding
concerns that online courses (a) reduce the quality of the institution’s reputation
(m=3.88), (b) intellectual property and teaching online and who owns the material
(m=3.41), and (c) colleagues may talk negatively about online teaching (m=2.94) were
not identified as inhibitors to participation in distance learning activities.
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Table 8

Descriptive Statistics of Inhibitors to Online Teaching

Inhibitors to Online Teaching

N

Mean

SD

Inadequate time to develop new online courses

51

5.25

2.09

Inadequate time to revise online courses

51

4.96

2.15

Inadequate time to learn about online teaching

51

4.92

2.20

Absence of face-to-face interaction with students can be a
disadvantage

52

4.87

2.26

Online teaching may take more time than classroom teaching

50

4.86

2.13

Inadequate technical support for online course development

50

4.80

2.36

Inadequate compensation for online course development

51

4.78

2.19

Inadequate technical support for online course teaching

51

4.78

2.42

Students may lack adequate access to participate effectively in
online courses

51

4.69

2.21

Lack of recognition of online teaching in regards to tenure
considerations

52

4.67

2.63

Inadequate compensation for online teaching

51

4.67

2.15

Inadequate compensation for online course revision

51

4.63

2.18

A lack of recognition of online teaching in regards to
considerations for promotion and/or salary increase

52

4.60

2.54

There may be little or no opportunity to experiment with the
technology for teaching online prior to committing to teach
online

51

4.55

2.34

Campus administration may not recognize the effort required to
teach online

51

4.51

2.32

Developing an online course can be complicated

52

4.19

2.22

Campus administration may not value online teaching

51

4.08

2.42

Effective pedagogy for online teaching may be unfamiliar

51

4.00

2.15
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Table 8 (Continued)
There may be little or no opportunity to observe other faculty
using technology for online teaching prior to committing to
teach online

51

3.96

2.16

Technology involved in online teaching can be confusing

52

3.94

2.25

Concerns that online course offerings may reduce the quality of
our institution’s reputation

51

3.88

2.22

Concerns about intellectual property and teaching online

51

3.41

2.36

Colleagues may talk negatively about online teaching

41

2.94

2.26

Valid N

48

Note: Range =1 (not an inhibitor to 7 (strongest inhibitor)

Motivators
The top four motivators and their mean differences, reported in Table 9, to
teaching online identified by faculty included the opportunity to: (a) reach students in
different geographical locations (m=5.43), (b) reach students at different stages of their
learning lives (m=5.06), (c) increase the reputation of online teaching because students
may want online courses (m=4.71), and (d) reach students with different cultural
backgrounds (m=4.70). Faculty reported the following factors as having the least amount
of motivation for them: (a) teaching online may be a condition of employment (m=3.09),
(b) colleagues may refer to online teaching in a positive way (m=3.00), (c) teaching
online can provide opportunities to demonstrate competencies important for promotion
and tenure (m=2.94), and (d) teaching online can provide an opportunity to teach a new
subject area (m=2.90).
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Table 9

Descriptive Statistics of Motivators to Online Teaching

Teaching online can…

N

Mean

SD

…reach students in different geographical locations

54

5.43

2.11

…reach students at different stage of their learning lives

54

5.06

2.04

…improve the reputation of online teaching because students
may want online courses

52

4.71

2.23

…reach students with different cultural backgrounds

54

4.70

2.22

…provide an opportunity to gain new knowledge, skills, and
insights about my teaching

54

4.26

2.16

…provide an opportunity to experiment with new pedagogical
approaches

54

4.24

2.07

…provide a more flexible work schedule

54

4.17

2.42

…offer other material incentives that may be available for
online course development

53

4.06

2.48

…provide an opportunity to experiment with alternative means
of assessment

54

4.02

2.10

…allow an institution to maintain or increase
enrollment/revenue and therefore promotes “job security”

53

3.96

2.19

…accommodate other life needs

54

3.91

2.48

…provide more free time for other professional activities

54

3.85

2.45

…provide an opportunity to learn a new technology

53

3.81

2.20

…reduce commuting time, or hassle

54

3.80

2.65

…provide an opportunity to “stretch”, take on a new challenge

53

3.79

2.14

…provide an opportunity to participate in a collaborative
professional development activity which enhances relationship
with peers

53

3.75

2.07

…provide an opportunity to reflect and rethink classroom
teaching

54

3.61

1.97
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Table 9 (Continued)
…provide an opportunity to have a higher level of interaction
students

54

3.52

2.56

…provide an opportunity to renew interest in teaching

53

3.42

1.96

…provide an opportunity to become a mentor or to assist others
to learn about online teaching

53

3.30

2.02

…may be a condition for your employment

53

3.09

2.53

Colleagues may refer to online teaching in a positive way

51

3.00

2.00

…provide an opportunity to demonstrate competencies
important for tenure and promotion

53

2.94

2.32

…provide an opportunity to teach a new subject area

51

2.90

2.09

Valid N (listwise)

48

Note: Range = 1 (not a motivator) to 7 (strongest motivator)

Next, faculty were asked several open-ended questions to reveal the main reason
for teaching or not teaching online courses and what they like or dislike most about
teaching online. Implementing the text analysis feature of the statistical software, several
themes emerged from these questions. Themed responses for why they teach online and
what they like the most about online teaching are ranked as follows: (a) reaching a more
diverse student population, (b) increasing student interaction online, (c) teaching
flexibility, (d) realizing efficient and cost-effective means of providing information and
materials to students, and (e) finding new ways to present material. Again, utilizing the
text analysis function, themes which emerged for not wanting to teach online are ranked
as the following: (a) online teaching is time intensive, (b) field-based courses cannot be
adequately taught online, (c) lack of resources or compensation, (d) lack of interaction
with students, and (e) the technology required is intimidating. An analysis of responses
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from faculty who reported that they do not currently teach online and never have (71%),
indicated that what they dislike most about teaching online is: (a) the lack of interaction
with students, (b) their difficulty learning and/or using software, (c) more preparation is
required for developing materials and corresponding with students, (d) less flexibility as
they feel the need to be available to students, (e) complexity of setting up courses, and (f)
issues surrounding testing. In contrast, those faculty who reported that they do teach
online and have taught more than one time indicated that what they like the most about
teaching online is the: (a) flexibility it provides, (b) increase in student interaction, and
(c) diversity within the classroom. It was also noted that online courses better meet
learning objectives set by the syllabi.
Finally, faculty were asked three questions regarding their future participation in
online teaching activities. Forty-five percent of those who responded indicated that they
would recommend online teaching to a colleague, and 45% responded that they would
choose to teach online again. Additionally, 41% of respondents indicated they were
satisfied with online teaching, while 29% were slightly to strongly dissatisfied.
Discussion
The study results, despite a low response rate in comparison to Shea’s (2007)
response rate of 61%, expands on previous research findings which indicate that
inhibitors and motivators that most often determine faculty participation in online
education activities are primarily focused on pedagogy, student learning and interaction,
issues with technological support, training and knowledge used to develop and deliver
online courses, and employment issues relating to compensation and promotion and
tenure (Bower, 2001; Galusha, 1997; Hickman & Williams, 2005; Maguire, 2005;
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Roberts & Dyer, 2005, and Shea, 2007). While inhibitors and motivator factors identified
are similar between natural resources and other academic disciplines, the level of
importance placed on each factor varies between natural resources faculty and faculty
surveyed by Shea (2007). For example, the top six inhibitors for faculty in natural
resources dealt with inadequate time issues surrounding development, revision, learning
to teach online, actual teaching online, and lack of teacher-student interaction. In slight
contrast, responses cited in Shea’s (2007) study included inadequate compensation for
development, revision, teaching, student access for effective participation, and lack of
recognition by administration regarding effort required to teach online. In examining
motivators as ranked by faculty in natural resources, similarities were found with Shea’s
(2007) study when they indicated teaching students from different geographical locations,
at different life stages, and from different cultural backgrounds as their highest
motivating factors. In contrast to responses in Shea’s (2007) study, faculty ranked as
motivators: (a) teaching online can provide a more flexible work schedule, (b) an
opportunity to “stretch,” and (c) provide an opportunity to learn a new technology as key
factors in engaging in online learning. Both sets of respondents ranked their 3rd highest
motivator as “teaching online can improve the reputation of online teaching because
students may want online courses”. On the surface, it appears natural resources faculty
are driven by intrinsic factors, especially in terms of their open-ended responses, which
focused primarily on students, their interactions, and how effectively students could learn
in an online environment.
Finally, the issue of field-based courses appears to be unique to faculty teaching
in natural resource programs across the United States. Faculty expressed concerns about
their ability to effectively teach field-based courses in an online format and still maintain
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the quality and integrity of the course. The hands-on approach that the discipline was
founded upon is being asked to step back and determine if the knowledge can be
transferred in another way. This can be unsettling to faculty who are familiar with getting
their hands dirty, but they appear to be willing to try. As one respondent noted, the
“blending of technology and the challenge of producing valuable materials for students is
what I like most about teaching online. It [has] made me a more effective instructor in
on-campus courses, as well, as I developed more effective materials in my courses.”
Future research should focus on how to address field-based courses by assessing
learning objectives and their desired outcomes. In addition, the issue of field-based
courses should be assessed relative to difficulties that may lie ahead for degree programs
in the natural resources discipline. Finally, future research should focus on determining
what intrinsic and extrinsic factors may determine whether or not faculty are motivated or
inhibited toward participating in online learning endeavors.
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CHAPTER IV
STUDENTS IN NATURAL RESOURCE PROGRAMS: INHIBITORS AND
MOTIVATORS FOR PARTICIPATION IN ONLINE LEARNING
Abstract
Online education is an innovative delivery method that is gaining a great deal of
attention on university campuses across the United States, as well as worldwide. Online
learning programs and courses across the United States have grown exponentially in the
past decade. While the discipline of natural resources was among the first to engage in
distance education as a means for delivering programs and courses to students who were
not able to attend traditional on-campus university classes; the natural resource-based
disciplines have been slow to make such offerings available online. Identification of real
or perceived inhibitors to and motivators for involvement in online learning activities by
students can lead to a better understanding of actual issues regarding student
participation. Institutions desiring to establish natural resource online learning programs
can then address these inhibitors and motivators as they make programmatic decisions. A
survey population consisting of currently enrolled natural resource students at the 50
institutions listed by the Society of American Foresters Accredited and Candidate
Forestry Degree Programs was conducted to determine inhibitors and motivators to
student participation in online learning activities. Results indicate that natural resource
students are enrolling in online courses to supplement their degrees; however, they are
not enrolling in online degree programs.
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Introduction
Online education is an innovative delivery method that is gaining a great deal of
attention on university campuses across the United States, as well as worldwide. Many
view this form of teaching as a threat to the traditional style of education wherein the
professor imparts his/her knowledge onto the pupil in an exclusively time- and placebound setting. Traditional on-campus education originated out of the need to educate
lawyers, doctors, ministers, and others, whereas distance education’s origin was to reach
those individuals, typically adults, who could not obtain an education in a traditional
format. While many theorists have defined distance education in a variety of ways,
Parasad and Lewis (2008, p. 1) have defined it “as a formal education process in which
the student and instructor are not in the same place.” Many who have benefited from
distance education courses and programs have been “those with physical disabilities,
women who were previously not allowed to enroll in educational institutions open only to
men, people who had jobs during normal school hours, and those who lived in remote
regions where schools did not exist” (California Distance Learning Project, 2005, para.
1). Over the years, these two main differences in education have not changed much;
however, what has changed is that distance education has reinvented and expanded its
offerings to include almost every academic discipline.
Online Growth
Online education programs and courses across the United States have grown
exponentially from 1.6 million students taking at least one online course during the fall
2002 semester to 5.6 million students being enrolled in the fall 2009 semester (Allen &
Seaman, 2010, p. 2; Allen & Seaman, 2009, p. 8). Most of this growth originated from
public institutions with over 15,000 students enrolled (Allen & Seaman, 2010, p. 9).
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Foust (2010) reported the top 10 most sought after online degree programs as follows: (a)
business administration and MBA programs, (b) nursing, (c) psychology, (d) criminal
justice, (e) health administration, (f) religion, (g) early childhood education, (h)
counseling, (i) accounting, and (j) human sciences. Missing from the list of highly sought
after online degree programs were those disciplines tied to the natural resources.
Natural resource disciplines were among the first to engage in distance education
activities. The Morrill Act of 1862 was enacted to create land-grant institutions in each
state within the United States to address the need for education in academic disciplines
such as agriculture, forestry, and engineering (Johnson, 1981, p. 1). These institutions
were responsible for bridging the gap between the nation’s agrarians and science, thus
generating more successful agricultural practices. In 1892, Pennsylvania State University
and the University of Wisconsin, both of which were relatively new land-grant
institutions, were among the first to offer distance correspondence courses (Penn State
World Campus, 2009, para. 1; Reilly, 2002, p. 2). Since that time, land-grant institutions
have increasingly used distance education as a means for delivering programs and
courses to students who were not able to attend traditional on-campus university classes;
however, the natural resource-based disciplines, have been slow to make such offerings
available online.
He (2004) examined 300 institutions of higher learning across the United States
and China to determine the extent of involvement in online education activities within the
natural resource disciplines (p. 5). The study found that 55.3% offered online courses
consisting of various disciplines; however, only 4.5% of those institutions offered online
learning programs and courses in natural resources (He, 2004, p. 8). One logical approach
toward increasing participation rates and understanding why the discipline of natural
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resources is less represented is to identify inhibitors to and motivators for engagement in
online education opportunities with regard to students.
Inhibitors and Motivators
Students have been the topic of scholarly research to determine what inhibitors
and motivators exist with regard to their engagement in online learning activities.
Inhibitors, identified by previous research, revolve around student characteristics as well
as situational characteristics (Galusha, 1997, p. 7; Hillesheim, 1998, pp. 31-32;
Muilenburg & Berge, 2005, p. 30). Since many students who participated in online
learning programs and courses were working adults, it was reasonable to surmise that
they may exhibit anxiety, feelings of insecurity, and a need for more timely feedback, all
of which are student characteristics. Hillesheim (1998) found situational inhibitors such
as career expectations, time constraints regarding class assignments, reading and
discussions, family obligations, and financial costs of distance education, and feelings of
social isolation from other students (p. 32). Galusha (1997) found feelings of social
isolation and/or alienation from other students (p. 8). While Muilenburg and Berge (2005,
p. 35) agreed with these situational characteristics, they also added time and support
required for studies as additional inhibitors.
Motivation factors that have been identified as increasing the likelihood for
student involvement in online education are convenience, commitment to furthering
education for personal, and career satisfaction (Galusha, 1997, p. 8). While these
inhibitors and motivators were not all-inclusive, there was little in the literature that
directly indicated why students within the natural resources field, specifically, do not
have a more active participation rate in online learning programs and courses.
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As illustrated, inhibitors, whether perceived or actual, prevent participation or
cause doubt among students relative to online learning activities. Despite these inhibitors,
online education growth continues to explode in the majority of disciplines within the
United States except within the field of natural resources. This overall growth rate is an
indication that motivators do exist and are directly linked to participation in these
education activities at all levels as previously noted (Allen & Seaman, 2009, p. 1; Allen
& Seaman, 2008, p. 5). Identification of real or perceived inhibitors to and motivators for
involvement in online education activities by students can lead to a better understanding
of actual issues they are confronted with. Institutions desiring to establish natural
resource distance education programs can then address these inhibitors and motivators. A
detailed look at natural resource-related undergraduate and graduate programs at
institutions of higher learning as identified by the Society of American Foresters (SAF)
Accredited and Candidate Forestry Degree Programs will provide insights into inhibitors
and motivators, real or perceived, which affect decisions pertaining to student online
learning participation. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine (a) what
inhibitors and motivators, real or perceived, existed among students within the natural
resources discipline toward online education and (b) which of these inhibitors and
motivators have an effect on their participation in online learning activities.
Methodology
Participation in this survey-based research was important for three reasons: (a) to
expand on existing research on perceived inhibitors to and motivators for participation in
online education among students with an emphasis on natural resources so comparisons
can be made with other academic disciplines; (b) to assist natural resource faculty in
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understanding their academic discipline with regard student participation in online
learning to make better informed decisions with science-based courses which they teach
or propose to teach online at their respective institutions, and (c) to assist natural resource
administrators develop a understanding of what inhibits and/or motivates natural resource
students to participate in online learning activities.
Participants
The survey population consisted of currently enrolled natural resource
undergraduate and graduate students at the 50 institutions of higher learning named by
the SAF Accredited and Candidate Forestry Degree Programs listing (SAF, 2009;
Appendix H). SAF, the accrediting body for forestry undergraduate programs, has
recognized these institutions as having undergraduate programs in forestry that meet the
criteria for a professional forestry degree. Using this accreditation as a standard, it was
assumed that these institutions also have successful natural resource programs at the
undergraduate and graduate level; therefore, all natural resource students were surveyed.
While the student population consisted of primarily traditional on-campus college
students, it was hypothesized that the information obtained would provide insights into
their present and future educational needs.
Research Method
The survey was submitted through the Institutional Review Board (IRB) for
accreditation of human subjects’ protection at the researcher’s institution (Appendix F)
with an approved copy available to each participating institution’s compliance office to
ensure that their standards were also met. The survey was administered and data collected
and analyzed using SurveyMonkey, an online survey tool (SurveyMonkey, 2011;
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Appendix G). Descriptive statistics, such as those measuring frequency, mean, and
standard deviation, were employed to examine selected characteristics of participants,
such as age, gender, and level of education. Mean distributions were utilized to gauge the
perceptions of online education in the discipline of natural resources. The analysis of all
open-ended questions utilized the text analysis feature of the survey software to
determine common themes that existed among the respondents.
Data for this research was collected using an online, researcher-developed survey
instrument (Appendix E). The survey was designed to capture information pertaining to
student socio-demographic information, online experiences, and views about whether or
not they support distance learning for the academic field of natural resources. The survey
instrument was pilot tested on currently enrolled students, undergraduate as well as
graduate students, at a mid-sized university located in the southern region of the United
States to determine validity and reliability (Fraenkel & Wallen, 2006, p. G-4). Based on
feedback received from the pilot group, the inhibitor and motivator questions were
converted to a Likert scale. Utilizing a summative rating measurement known as the
Likert scale which is defined as “a self-reporting instrument in which an individual
responds to a series of statements by indicating the extent of agreement, students were
asked to rate their level of motivation or desire to toward a series of statements regarding
online education” (Ary, Jacobs & Sorensen, 2010, p. 209). The remaining survey
questions consisted of socio-demographic questions that were appropriate for scale
measurement as well as open-ended questions. Gay, Mills, and Airasian (2006) suggested
measuring reliability, or the degree to which an instrument consistently measures what it
was designed to do. Therefore, a Cronbach’s alpha reliability test was conducted on the
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constructs of inhibitors and motivators to determine the internal consistency for each
construct. The equation for determining Cronbach’s alpha was (Eq. 1):

)

Where

Equation 1

K = number of items on the test
= sum of variances of the item scores, and
= variance of the test scores (all K items)

(Ary, Jacobs, & Sorensen, 2010, p. 246). The Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient for
the inhibitor scale was (.720). Additionally, the Cronbach’s alpha reliability coefficient
for the motivator scale was (.786). Both coefficients indicate that the Likert items are
reliable. The pilot responses were not included in these survey findings.
A letter of introduction from the Dean of the College of Forest Resources at the
researcher’s home institution (Appendix A), who was also a past president of the
National Association of University Forest Resource Programs, was sent to natural
resource program administrators located at institutions of higher learning, requesting
access to and participation from their currently enrolled students. Administrators of the
participating institutions (N=50; n=7) (14%) sent e-mail invitations to their respective
students who were currently enrolled in their natural resource programs (N=1522) that
took them directly to the online survey (Appendix I).
Limitations
The majority of students surveyed were currently enrolled on-campus students
between the ages of 18-25. Distance education students are typically non-traditional
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students over 30 years of age. While some non-traditional students participated,
surveying natural resource professionals, currently employed, who may be interested in
furthering their education would have been more representative of the sociodemographics most often found in distance learning. Additionally, a distinction between
undergraduate students who experience a great deal of fieldwork as opposed to graduate
students who do not would have been beneficial.
Results
The overall survey response rate was low (n=252) (17%). Students who
responded were close to being evenly split in terms of gender, with 54% female and 45%
male especially in the field of natural resources. One percent of the students did not
indicate their gender. Socio-demographics for the population surveyed indicated the
majority of respondents (72%) were 18-25 years of age. The next largest age group
(16%) was 26-32 years of age and the remaining 11% of respondents were over the age
of 33. Additionally, 43% of students were working on a bachelor’s degree while 31%
were working on a graduate degree and the remaining 26% did not respond to the
question. When asked about their work status, 70% of students indicated they were
engaged in some type of employment ranging from full-time to being a student worker to
35% who indicated they were unemployed or retired. Students who responded to the
employment question could have been employed in some capacity as well as being
retired. Furthermore, 62% of those who reported some type of work activity indicated
they do not receive financial support from their employers to support their educational
pursuits.
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Students in natural resource were asked a series of questions pertaining to their
current participation in online educational activities. When students were asked if they
were currently, or ever been, enrolled in an online degree program, 93% indicated they
have not. Of those students who indicated they have participated in an online degree
program, 100% responded they have been participating from 1-5 years. Students were
also asked if they have ever taken an online course, wherein 60% replied they had and
40% replied they had not. Table 10 reports the distributions for how many credit hours a
student has taken online.
Table 10

Credit Hours Taken Online.

Credit Hours Taken

Percentage

1-5

53

6-10

33

11-15

6

16 or more

9

Students were then asked if the option were available to them, would they be
interested in obtaining a degree online wherein 73% indicated they would not be
interested. However, 55% indicated they would be interested in supplementing their
current degree with an online course. Finally, 69% of students who responded indicated
that they do support online learning activities for the academic field of natural resources.
For those students who indicated that they do not support online learning activities for the
field of natural resources, 24% indicated that the experiences they learn in the field (e.g.,
outdoor laboratories) could not be replicated in an online course. Four percent responded
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that the interaction between the faculty and their fellow students was vital to their
learning.
Inhibitors
Natural resource students were asked to rate several factors that may inhibit
participation in online education activities. Table 11 reports on responses to nine
inhibitors using the Likert scale format, which ranged from strongly disagree to strongly
agree.
Table 11

Inhibitors to Participation in Online Learning Activities

Factors

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Anxiety

24%

26%

32%

16%

2%

Career expectations

7%

21%

31%

30%

11%

Employer support or
sncouragement

11%

25%

41%

19%

4%

Family

18%

30%

35%

12%

5%

Feelings of insecurity

25%

26%

33%

14%

.5%

Financial need and costs

18%

26%

31%

18%

6%

Social isolation from other
students

9%

17%

20%

38%

16%

Support needed (advising,
tutoring, etc.)

6%

11%

20%

42%

21%

Time commitment
required for online
learning

11%

26%

33%

22%

8%
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According to the students, factors of social isolation (38%) and student support
(42%) were clearly the biggest inhibitors to participation in online education activities.
Students were then asked to list factors, not previously listed, that they felt would
inhibit their participation in online education activities. The most noted themes were: (a)
efficacy and effectiveness (20%) of the online courses were a concern of students along
with the lack of hands on experiences that cannot be obtained if taking an online course,
(b) quality of online courses in comparison to on-campus courses, and (c) self-motivation
(26%). Of the 69% of students who expressed that they do support online learning
activities, 17% noted the reasons which caused them the most concern if they were to
participate in online learning. Concerns included fear of lack of motivation on their part,
lack of interaction with the professor or instructor that includes the transfer of knowledge
obtained during chance meetings, as well as the lack of knowledge about natural
resources courses that currently are currently available online.
Motivators
Factors that may motivate students to participate in online learning activities were
then presented to the survey participants. Table 12 displays the seven factors that the
respondents ranked, again using the Likert scale format ranging from strongly disagree to
strongly agree.
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Table 12

Motivators for Participation in Online Learning Activities

Factors

Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

Career satisfaction

7%

20%

33%

30%

10%

Commitment to furthering
Education

4%

8%

21%

48%

19%

Convenience - personal,
work

2%

7%

14%

48%

29%

Employer support or
encouragement

7%

15%

46%

25%

7%

Family

9%

12%

47%

26%

7%

Financial cost

9%

18%

40%

27%

5%

Time commitment
(Availability 24/7)

8%

17%

29%

37%

9%

As noted above, students overwhelmingly noted that commitment to furthering
their education (48%), as well as convenience in both their personal and work lives
(48%), were motivating factors to their participation in online learning activities. When
asked to identify factors not previously listed that would motivate them to participate in
online learning courses, the availability of courses was the most-noted factor. Two
themes emerged as strong motivators for students. Course flexibility was noted, as online
courses were easier to fit into a busy schedule, and the ability to participate in an online
course in the natural resource discipline, not from the home institution, was appealing to
students.
Finally, students were asked to discuss what would motivate them to participate in
online learning activities. Thirty-three percent of those who answered this question
previously responded that they did not support online education. Table 13 presents
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factors listed by this group that would motivate them to participate in online courses or
programs.
Table 13

Potential Motivators for Participation in Online Learning

Factors

Percent of Students
Responding

Asynchronous delivery

9

Nothing

9

Core courses online requirement

4

No additional cost for online course

4

Outside work experience

4

As noted, some students would be interested in participating in online courses if
they were taught asynchronous (9%), enabling them to work at their own pace, while
others would not be motivated to participate under any circumstances.
Discussion
Due to the low response rate (17%) and study limitations, direct correlations
cannot be made about the inhibitors and motivators of students as it relates to online
education participation in the field of natural resources. However, some generalizations
about the natural resource discipline and how students plan to use online course offerings
to supplement their educational endeavors can be offered.
Of the 252 students who responded to the survey, 93% indicated that they were
not, nor ever had been, enrolled in an online program. However, the 7% who were
enrolled in an online program had done so in the past 1-5 years. Interestingly, while not
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enrolled in an online degree program, 60% of the students did report having taken an
online course with 53% taking 1-5 credits. This finding coincides with Allen and
Seaman’s extensive research previously reported wherein online education has grown
29% in the past 7 years (2010, p. 2; 2009, p. 8). Finally, 73% of the natural resource
students in natural resource disciplines indicated that they were not interested in
participating in an online degree program; however, 55% stated they would be interested
in supplementing their current programs with online courses. These findings indicate that
students within the natural resource discipline were aware that online programs and
courses do exist, but were skeptical as to whether this mode of delivery was the right
approach for the discipline or for them.
Seven of the inhibitors presented to the students were not identified as significant
in their decisions regarding participation in online learning activities. However, two
factors presented, social isolation and student support coincided with findings from
Galusha (1997, p. 8) and Muilenberg and Berge (2005, p. 35) as being important but not
overwhelmingly so. This may indicate that student perceptions about online learning,
especially courses within their discipline, suggest that they feel they do not have the same
support structure as independent learners as is provided by a face-to-face delivery
method. The most interesting finding was the concern over the quality of online programs
and courses, as well as the self-motivation required when participating online. Students
most often noted that they perceived that the quality of online courses was not the same
as face-to-face courses (18%). This was in direct contrast to Allen and Seaman’s finding
that 66% of administrators felt that the online learning outcomes were superior or the
same as face-to-face (2010, p. 3). Finally, students expressed deep concerns about the
ability to interact with the professor or instructor, as well as how to participate in online
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laboratory classes. While these were legitimate concerns, most online degree programs
are geared toward graduate studies, wherein interactions with the professor will be
greater and laboratory classes may not play a significant role for the advanced degree.
When presented with factors that motivate one to participate in online learning
activities, students were again neutral in their reporting on four factors. Factors of
“commitment to furthering their education and convenience” were more significant to the
group. Combined with an additional time commitment, these findings coincided with
Hillesheim, who stated that these factors increased the likelihood of participation in
distance education activities (1998, p. 32). Students expressed the desire to take online
courses offered through other universities without having to leave their home institutions.
They appeared to be very knowledgeable about consortiums and their offerings as a
means of participating in curricula more specific to their educational goals.
Clearly, inhibitors and motivators to participating in online learning activities for
students within the discipline of natural resources were not as significant as reported in
previous research studies. The reasons may not be any more complicated than the fact
that online education has become more commonplace than it was five years ago and
students are more familiar with the opportunities available through this medium. With
that said, future research concerning students within the discipline of natural resources
should focus on: (a) determining the reasons why students do not feel they have the same
support via distance as face-to-face students, (b) discovering why students want to
supplement their degree programs with online courses but do not want to engage in
online degree programs, and (c) ascertaining why students perceive the quality of online
courses to be inferior to the face-to-face courses.
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CHAPTER V
SUMMARY AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Summary
Today, online education is changing the landscape of higher education in the
United States and beyond as the number of students who are participating in online
degree programs and courses continues to rise (Allen & Seaman, 2010, p. 8). While the
academic disciplines of business, engineering, and education, to name a few, have
embraced online education as a viable avenue to teach students who might not otherwise
be able to obtain a traditional on-campus education, the academic discipline of natural
resources has been hesitant to make such offerings available. This research was
conducted in an attempt to further understand why the discipline of natural resources is
less represented in online education by identifying inhibitors and motivators for
engagement in online education opportunities for administrators, faculty, and students.
Inhibitors, whether perceived or actual, prevent participation or cause doubt
among administrators, faculty, and students relative to online education activities.
Despite these inhibitors, online education growth continues to explode in the majority of
disciplines within the United States with natural resources being a notable exception.
This overall growth is an indication that motivators do exist and have a direct effect on
participation in online education activities at all levels (Allen & Seaman, 2009, p. 1;
Allen & Seaman, 2008, p. 5). Identification of real or perceived inhibitors to, and
motivators for, involvement in online education activities can lead to a better
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understanding of actual issues. Therefore, the purpose of this study was to determine: (a)
what inhibitors and motivators, real or perceived, exist among university administrators,
faculty, and students within the natural resources discipline and (b) which of these
inhibitors and motivators had an effect on their participation in online education
activities.
While this research cannot be generalized to each discipline within the field of
natural resources, it does expand on the existing research on the perceived inhibitors and
motivators for participation in online education among administrators, faculty, and
students. The research design for each group utilized similar techniques previously
implemented on the disciplines of business, education, agricultural economics, and
agribusiness (Allen & Seaman, 2006; Galusha, 1997; Hickman & Williams, 2005; and
Jensen, English & Clark, 2007). As expected, consistencies were found in the inhibitors
and motivators identified among administrators, faculty, and students in natural resources
and other previously researched academic disciplines. For example, consistencies were
found in the inhibitors of (a) time and effort to teach online, (b) lack of recognition by
administration regarding effort required to teach online, and (c) lack of interaction
between faculty and students; and the motivators of (a) increase in faculty pay, (b)
increasing the reputation of online learning and (c) desire to take online courses offered
through other universities without having to leave their home institutions (Allen &
Seaman, 2006; Bower, 2001; Galusha, 1997; Hickman & Williams, 2005; Jensen,
English & Clark, 2007; Maguire, 2005; Muilenberg & Berge, 2005; Roberts & Dyer,
2005; and Shea, 2007). However, inconsistencies among the three study populations were
found in the perceived level of importance placed on the inhibitors and motivators
identified by the natural resource administrator, faculty, and student who participated.
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Findings indicated that natural resource administrators and faculty in the natural
resources identified the inhibitors of time and effort necessary to develop, revise, and
teach an online course as deterrents for participation in online activities. Faculty and
students within the natural resource discipline both illustrated a common concern for the
level of teacher-student interaction, as this discipline is grounded, for the most part, in
hands-on practices. With regard to motivators, natural resource administrators and
students both expressed a desire to participate in or establish a relationship with a
consortium. Administrators seek this relationship as a means of maximizing the strengths
of their programs while minimizing duplication of courses and effort, and students seek
this relationship as a means of maximizing their options for taking a variety of online
courses offered by various universities without having to leave their home institutions.
Recommendations
Clearly, motivators and inhibitors identified by study participants are not linear
but very complex for the field of natural resources. As described, few inconsistencies
exist between the field of natural resources and other academic disciplines. Future
research regarding inhibitors and motivators, therefore, should include the discipline of
natural resources because of their unique learning programs. Further research should
focus on: (a) field-based experience programs and their effectiveness online; (b) what
online or hybrid approaches (e.g., combining online instruction with on-site field work)
can be incorporated to achieve the same learning objectives of field-based experiences;
(c) the unique relationship between institutions that exist in a discipline-specific
consortium; (e) the effort needed to capitalize on academic strengths while minimizing
duplication which plays a key role in the development of online degree programs; (f) why
68

natural resource programs are developing online courses but not online degree programs;
(g) how the culture of an institution and its policies affects online learning, funding,
priorities, and mission advancement (Wolcott, 2003, p. 553); and finally, (h) if existing
online learning leadership assists in promoting or hindering the process.
The issue of field-based courses appears to be central to faculty teaching in
natural resource programs across the country. Faculty expressed concerns about their
ability to effectively teach field-based courses in an online format while maintaining the
quality and integrity of the course. The hands-on approach that the discipline is primarily
founded upon is being asked to step back and determine if the knowledge can be
transferred in another way. This can be unsettling to a discipline that is known for a
pragmatic-rich pedagogy, but they appear to be willing to try. Future research should
focus on: (a) how to address the field-based courses by assessing learning objectives and
their desired outcomes and (b) how hybrid field-based courses should be assessed relative
to the difficulties that may lie ahead for online degree programs in the natural resources
discipline.
Future research concerning students within natural resources disciplines should
focus on: (a) determining the reasons why students do not feel they have the same
support via distance as face-to-face students, (b) discovering why students want to
supplement their degrees programs with online courses but do not want to engage in
online degree programs, and (c) ascertaining why students perceive the quality of online
courses to be inferior to the face-to-face courses.
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LETTER OF INTRODUCTION DEAN HOPPER
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Dear Colleagues,

As you are all aware, distance education is a topic that we are all addressing more and
more within our natural resources discipline. The College of Forest Resources at
Mississippi State University is delving into the distance-learning arena as a way of
providing educational opportunities to professionals who may not be in a position to
return to campus. One of our graduate students, Ms. Jodi Roberts has developed surveys
as part of her dissertation research to determine why distance education in natural
resources is not better represented.
Ms. Roberts has identified the SAF accredited institutions as the population in which she
would like to survey all natural resource programs, not simply forestry. The purpose of
her study is to determine (a) what inhibitors and motivators, real or perceived, exist
among university administrators, faculty, and students within the natural resources
discipline and (b) which of these inhibitors and motivators have an effect on their
participation in distance education activities.
I am requesting your institution’s participation in this important research study. Your
only responsibility will be to forward the email containing the survey link onto your
administrators, faculty, and students at the appropriate time. Please respond to this
request directly to Ms. Roberts at jroberts@aoce.msstate.edu to confirm your
institution’s willingness to participate. Please do not “reply to all”.
Thank you.
George Hopper, Dean
College of Forest Resources
Mississippi State University
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FACULTY SURVEY OF INHIBITORS AND MOTIVATORS FOR PARTICIPATION
IN DISTANCE EDUCATION ACTIVITIES (FSDE)
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APPENDIX C
DR. SHEA SURVEY PERMISSION
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>>> Peter Shea <pshea99@gmail.com> 10/20/2009 10:24 AM >>>
Yes - you have my permission to use the instrument with citation. Best of luck and see you
in Orlando!
Peter
On Tue, Oct 20, 2009 at 11:15 AM, Jodi Roberts <JRoberts@aoce.msstate.edu> wrote:
Dear Dr. Shea,
As way of introduction, we met at the Institute for Emerging Leadership in Online
Learning at Penn State in August. Afterwards, you forwarded to me your research article
"Bridges and Barriers to Teaching Online College Courses". I would like to ask
permission to use your instrument in my dissertation research. The following is my
statement of purpose for the research:

We know there are inhibitors preventing participation or
causing doubt among university administrators, faculty' and
students relative to distance education activities. Despite
these inhibitors, the growth of distance education continues
to explode in all disciplines within the United States except
for the field of natural resources. The growth of distance
education indicates that motivators exist which are directly
linked to participation in these learning activities.
Therefore, we are seeking to determine what inhibitors and
motivators, real or perceived, can be identified by
university administrators, faculty, and students within the
natural resources discipline, which affect their participation
or cause doubt in distance education activities.
I plan to survey faculty by taking a detailed look at the Society of American Foresters
(SAF) accredited and candidate forestry degree program, which includes approximately
50 schools across the United States. Thank you for your consideration of my request. I
look forward to hearing from you soon (and possibly seeing you again next week at the
Sloan Conference).
Sincerely,
Jodi B. Roberts, M.S., CRC
Program Coordinator
Division of Academic Outreach & Continuing Education
Mississippi State University
(662) 325-0238
jroberts@aoce.msstate.edu
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APPENDIX F
INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD APPLICATION (MINUS APPENDICES)
MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIVERSITY
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BEFORE SUBMITTING YOUR PROTOCOL FOR IRB REVIEW, MAKE SURE YOU
HAVE INCLUDED THE FOLLOWING (IF APPLICABLE):
____Survey, Questionnaire or Interview Questions

____Consent and Assent forms

____Recruiting materials

____Permission letters from participating institutions

____Signed Investigator Assurance form

____Clear, concise description of procedures to be used (Feel free to also attach any
proposals that may supplement the responses regarding your project.)

Additionally, these assurances must be made:

____All personnel listed must have completed IRB/Human Subjects Training. If
not, your application cannot be approved until the training has been completed. See
our website for training information.
____ IF APPLICABLE, THE ADVISOR HAS THOROUGHLY REVIEWED THIS
APPLICATION TO ENSURE READABILITY AND ACCURACY.
PLEASE NOTE:
THE DETERMINATION OF THE IRB WILL BE COMMUNICATED TO YOU
IN WRITING. SUBMISSION OF AN APPLICATION TO THE IRB DOES NOT
EQUAL IRB APPROVAL. YOU MAY NOT BEGIN THIS RESEARCH UNTIL
YOU HAVE IRB APPROVAL.
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IF YOUR RESEARCH HAS NOT YET RECEIVED FUNDING NEEDED TO
CREATE INSTRUMENTS AND OTHER ASSOCIATED MATERIALS,
PROVIDE A TIMELINE OF WHEN THOSE ITEMS WILL BE DEVELOPED AS
WELL AS THE DATE THAT YOU PLAN TO SUBMIT YOUR COMPLETED
AND REVISED IRB APPLICATION FOR REVIEW.
YOUR APPLICATION WILL BE REVIEWED FOR “118 DESIGNATION”
(OFTEN REFERRED TO AS DEVELOPMENTAL APPROVAL)
If you have any questions, please feel free to contact our office at 325-3994 or by email at
irb@research.msstate.edu

Send to:
IRB
Campus Mailstop 9563
PO Box 6223, Mississippi State, MS 39762

INVESTIGATOR'S ASSURANCE
Mississippi State University
Institutional Review Board

Project Title:

Distance Education in Natural Resources: A National Study of Inhibitors
and Motivators for Participation in Distance Education Programs

As Primary Investigator, I have ultimate responsibility for the performance of this study, the protection of
the rights and welfare of the human subjects, and strict adherence by all co-investigators and research
personnel to all Institutional Review Board (IRB) requirements, federal regulations, and state statutes for
human subjects research. I hereby assure the following:

The information provided in this application is accurate to the best of my knowledge.
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All named individuals on this project have been given a copy of the protocol and have acknowledged an
understanding of the procedures outlined in the application.

All experiments and procedures involving human subjects will be performed under my supervision or that
of another qualified professional listed on this protocol.

I understand that, should I use the project described in this application as a basis for a proposal for
funding (either intramural or extramural), it is my responsibility to ensure that the description of human
subjects use in the funding proposal(s) is identical in principle to that contained in this application. I will
submit modifications and/or changes to the IRB as necessary to ensure these are identical.

I and all the co-investigators and research personnel in this study agree to comply with all applicable
requirements for the protection of human subjects in research including, but not limited to, the following:
Obtaining the legally effective informed consent of all human subjects or their legally authorized
representatives, and using only the currently approved, consent form (if applicable); and
Making no changes to the approved protocol or consent form without first having submitted those
changes for review and approval by the Institutional Review Board; and
Reporting serious and unexpected adverse effects to IRB Administration verbally within 48 hours and
in writing within 10 days of occurrence, and all other unexpected adverse events in writing within 10
days of occurrence; and
Promptly providing the IRB with any information requested relative to the project; and
Promptly and completely complying with an IRB decision to suspend or withdraw its approval for the
project; and
Obtaining continuing review prior to the date approval for this study expires. I understand if I fail to
apply for continuing review, approval for the study will automatically expire, and study activity must
cease until IRB current approval is obtained.
Your study and any associated records may be audited by the IRB to ensure compliance with the
approved protocol.
Name of Primary Investigator / Researcher:

Jodi B. Roberts

Signature:

I assume responsibility for ensuring the competence, integrity and ethical conduct of the investigator(s) for
this research project. The investigator(s) is/are fully competent to accomplish the goals and techniques
stated in the attached proposal. Further, I certify that I have thoroughly reviewed this application for
readability and accuracy and the study is clearly described herein.
Name of Advisor: Stephen C. Grado
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Signature:

THE MISSISSIPPI STATE UNIVERSITY INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD
FOR THE PROTECTION OF HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH

Protocol Submission Form

PRINCIPAL INVESTIGATOR / RESEARCHER INFORMATION
Name: Dr./Mr./Ms. Ms. Jodi B. Roberts
MSU Net ID: jbr6
Daytime Phone Number: 662.325.0238
Mailing Address: Mailstop 9634

**I am a professional staff member within the Division of Academic Outreach &
Continuing Education as well as a graduate student in the College of Forest Resources.

City/State/Zip: Mississippi State, MS 39762
E-Mail Address: jroberts@aoce.msstate.edu
Department: Forestry
IRB and Human Subjects Protections Education completed on ___01.12.09_______
FACULTY ADVISOR (Faculty member supervising the student for this project)
If you are a student, you must have an advisor for this project.
Advisor: Dr. Stephen C. Grado
MSU Net ID: scg4
Daytime Phone Number: 662.325.2792
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Advisor’s E-Mail Address: sgrado@cfr.msstate.edu
Department: Forestry
Campus Mail Stop: 9681
IRB and Human Subjects Protections Education completed on __08.11.09_______

ADDITIONAL INVESTIGATORS / RESEARCHERS
Will additional researchers be involved with this project? If so, list them along with their
Net ID, phone number, address, and email address. Indicate the date in which they
completed IRB and Human Subjects Education.
TITLE of project:

Distance Education in Natural Resources: A National Study of
Inhibitors and Motivators for Participation in Distance Education
Programs

Is this an original submission or a revision? Original submission

If this is a revised application, please list the docket number assigned to the first
submission of the study.

PROJECT PERIOD:

from __Upon IRB Approval____ to __May 2012_________

Includes both data collection and data analysis
*NOTE: Beginning date cannot predate IRB approval date. If you intend to begin
immediately upon IRB approval, list beginning date as “upon IRB approval”.
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STUDY FUNDING
Provide information about how the study costs will be supported

____Department funds

____Personal Funds

__X_No cost study

____Other, specify:
____External Funding
Agency:
SPA Proposal or Fund/Account Number:
PI of Award (if different than Principal Investigator/Researcher listed above):

ADDRESS EACH OF THE FOLLOWING ITEMS IN YOUR
WRITTEN PROTOCOL.

I. Personnel & Qualifications
NOTE:
In this section, the principal investigator is to describe the qualifications of
all researchers involved in the study to perform the responsibilities assigned.
As principal investigator, it is your responsibility to ensure that all
individuals conducting procedures described in this application are
adequately trained prior to involving human participants.
All personnel listed on this application are required to successfully complete
the MSU IRB & Human Subjects training course or an MSU IRB approved
alternative. APPROVAL WILL NOT BE GRANTED UNTIL ALL
INDIVIDUALS HAVE COMPLETED THIS TRAINING.
As personnel change, you must submit a modification request to the IRB for
approval before they can work with human subjects or identifiable or
confidential information.
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A. Including yourself, provide the name of each individual who will be responsible for
the design or conduct of the study, have access to human participants, or have access
to identifying or confidential information.
Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will be responsible for the design or conduct of the study, have
access to human participants, and have access to identifying or confidential
information.

Dr. Stephen C. Grado will supervise Ms. Roberts in the design, implementation and
will have access to identifying or confidential information.

B. For each person identified above, identify his/her role in the project and clearly state
the procedures or techniques he/she will be performing.
STEP ONE: Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will design an online Administrator Survey of
Inhibitors and Motivators for Participation in Distance Education Activities (ASDE)
(Appendix A) and an online Student Survey of Inhibitors and Motivators for
Participation in Distance Education Activities (SSDE) (Appendix B). Ms. Jodi
Roberts will obtain permission (Appendix C) to implement a previous research study
instrument as an online Faculty Survey of Inhibitors and Motivators for Participation
in Distance Education Activities (FSDE) (Appendix D). All surveys will be designed
to capture information pertaining to participant socio-demographic information,
online experiences, views about online learning, and future academic needs within
the natural resources discipline.

Dr. Stephen C. Grado will supervise Ms. Roberts in the design and implementation of
the surveys.
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STEP ONE: Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will obtain letters of approval from the Society of
American Forester (SAF) Accredited and Candidate Forestry Degree Programs
indicating they wish to participate in order to disseminate the ASDE, SSDE, and
FSDE survey’s and conduct research. Please see included letters of approval
(Appendix E).

STEP TWO: Upon IRB approval, Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will convert the online ASDE,
SSDE, and FSDE Survey’s into electronic format using Survey Monkey (Appendix
F) software, monitor survey results, collect them upon completion of the study, and
run the statistical analysis.

STEP THREE: The College of Forest Resources (CFR) will send a letter of
introduction to all the participating institutions of higher learning (Appendix G). Ms.
Jodi B. Roberts will compose an email letter (Appendix H) that will contain (a)
introduction of Mississippi State University and the researcher, (b) the purpose of the
study, (c) how the results of the study will be used, (d) the benefits of participation,
(e) the volunteer nature of the survey, (f) the anonymous nature of the study and how
it is ensured, (g) the researchers’ and Mississippi State University’s IRB Office’s
phone and email contact information, and (h) a link to the survey with a statement
about instructions for completion and the issue of consent.

STEP THREE B: A pilot study will be conducted that will target 10% of the
sample population of all administrators and faculty at the institutions of higher
learning selected for this study to obtain survey instrument validity.
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Participants of the pilot study will be sent an email letter with the link to the
online ASDE or SSDE Survey included. Access to this sample population’s
email address will be obtained via the institutions of higher learning selected for
this study.

Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will send out the email letter and link to the online ASDE or
SSDE Survey via email to the pilot study target sample population. A reminder
email (Appendix I) will be sent out again to the same target sample population
ten (10) days after the first email is sent.

Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will collect the results of the online ASDE and SSDE
Survey’s ten (10) days after the reminder email has been sent. Results will be
analyzed for purposes of determining survey instrument validity.

The sample population for the pilot study will be eliminated as candidate
participants in the actual study.

A pilot study for the FSDE Survey will not be conducted. This survey instrument
was administered to faculty who teach at 36 colleges with one Northeastern
university system and has a reliability measure of 0.93.

STEP FOUR: The completed email letter will send out to the target sample population
by Ms. Jodi B. Roberts. The link to the online ASDE, SSDE, and FSDE Survey s will be
included in this email. The target sample population will consist of the entire
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administrative, student, and faculty populations at the SAF institutions of higher learning
who have approved the research study.

STEP FIVE: Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will send out the email letter and link to the online
ASDE, SSDE, and FSDE Surveys via email to the target sample population as stated in
Step Four. A reminder email will be sent out again to the same target sample population
in Step Four ten (10) days after the first email is sent.

STEP SIX: Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will collect the results of the online ASDE, SSDE,
and FSDE Survey’s ten (10) days after the reminder email has been sent. Results
will be analyzed for the purposes of determining participant socio-demographic
information, online experiences, views about online learning, and future academic
needs within the natural resources discipline, and publication of results.

C. For each person identified above, describe his/her level of experience with the
procedures or techniques he/she will be performing.
Ms. Jodi B. Roberts is a Coordinator for Distance Learning in the Office of
Academic Outreach and has 3.5 years of experience in distance learning. Ms.
Roberts is also a graduate student in the College of Forest Resources. Ms. Roberts
has participated in several research projects with Academic Outreach as well as the
RRTC on Blindness and Low Vision.

Dr. Stephen C. Grado is very experienced in this type of work in its entirety. Many
grants have been secured, surveys implemented, and publications produced dealing
with similar studies.
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D. Indicate where each of the personnel listed received training to perform the identified
procedures and who supervised or provided the training.
Ms. Jodi B. Roberts received her training and skills through her B.S. in Educational
Psychology and M.S. in Counselor Education, as well as 12 years of on-the-job
training. She is currently enrolled in a certificate program in distance education as
well as a doctoral degree program.

Dr. Stephen C. Grado has previously conducted, or is familiar with, the above
procedures and techniques in human subject research and received human subject
training at Mississippi State University.

Dr. Stephen C. Grado, Ph.D. received graduate training in forest resources and
economics at Penn State University and has been involved in human subject research
dealing with natural resource-related issues since 1990 (training last completed
8/11/09).

E. Explain how these skills/abilities will be periodically reviewed.
The skills and abilities of Ms. Jodi B. Roberts are viewed annually by the Manager of
Academic Outreach, as well as her Ph.D. committee.

The skills and abilities of Dr. Stephen C. Grado are viewed annually by the Dean of
the College of Forest Resources.

II. Research Protocol
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1.

SITE OF WORK: Online, Mississippi State University
List each site where the research procedures will be performed. If any of the sites are
off-site (i.e. not at MSU or MSU remote or branch sites), please provide information
about that site (address, type of business/institution, etc.). If a cooperating institution
(school, hospital, prison, etc.) is involved, append letters that have been prepared on the
official letterhead of the cooperating institution and signed by an authorized
representative.

2.

Brief description of the GENERAL PURPOSE of the project.

While distance education programs and courses across the U.S. have grown from
1.6 million students enrolled in the fall 2002 semester to 4.6 million students in
the fall 2008 semester, only 4.5% of those were offered in the natural resources
discipline. Identification of inhibitors and motivators for engagement in distance
education opportunities with regard to university administrators, faculty, and
students in the natural resources is the next step to understanding why the
discipline is so poorly represented. Three surveys will be conducted to identify
inhibitors and motivators, real and perceived, of university administrators, faculty,
and students regarding their levels of engagement, if any, in distance education
activities.

Specifically, the surveys will be designed to capture information pertaining to
participant socio-demographic information, online experiences, views about
online learning, and future academic needs within the natural resources discipline.
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3.

In your view, what BENEFITS may result from the study that would justify asking
the subjects to participate?

Participation in this survey-based research is important for several reasons: (1) to
assist the researcher in publishing perceived inhibitors to and motivators for
participation in distance education among administrators, faculty, and students in
the natural resources discipline so comparisons can be made with other academic
disciplines and (2) to assist those natural resource programs directors wanting to
implement online degree programs with science-based information from which
they can use to propose or enhance distance education at their respective
institutions.

4.

Give details of the PROCEDURES that relate to the subjects' participation. If the
procedures are in an existing document (for example, a grant or dissertation proposal),
you may want to attach the document or the pertinent parts of the document. Be sure to
reference the attachment.

Pilot Study

The sample population for the pilot study will be eliminated as candidate participants for
the actual study and will be conducted to determine survey instrument validity for the
ASDE and SSDE Surveys.
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STEP ONE: A pilot study will be conducted that will target 10% of the sample
population of all administrators and faculty at the institutions of higher learning selected
for this study to obtain survey instrument validity.

Participants of the pilot study will be sent an email letter with the link to the online
ASDE or SSDE Survey included. Access to this sample population’s email address will
be obtained via the institutions of higher learning selected for this study.

Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will send out the email letter and link to the online ASDE or SSDE
Survey via email to the pilot study target sample population. A reminder email
(Appendix I) will be sent out again to the same target sample population ten (10) days
after the first email is sent.

Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will collect the results of the online ASDE and SSDE Survey’s ten
(10) days after the reminder email has been sent. Results will be analyzed for purposes
of determining survey instrument validity.

The sample population for the pilot study will be eliminated as candidate participants in
the actual study.

A pilot study for the FSDE Survey will not be conducted. This survey instrument was
administered to faculty who teach at 36 colleges with one Northeastern university system
and has a reliability measure of 0.93.

Study
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STEP ONE: The completed email letter will be sent out to the target sample population
by Ms. Jodi B. Roberts. The link to the online ASDE, SSDE, and FSDE Survey s will be
included in this email. The target sample population will consist of the entire
administrative, student, and faculty populations at the institutions of higher learning who
have approved the research study.

STEP TWO: Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will send out the email letter and link to the online
ASDE, SSDE, and FSDE Survey via email to the target sample population state in Step
One. A reminder email will be sent out again to the same target sample population in
Step One ten (10) days after the first email is sent.

STEP TWO: Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will collect the results of the online ASDE, SSDE,
and FSDE Survey’s ten (10) days after the reminder email has been sent. Results
will be analyzed for the purposes of determining participant socio-demographic
information, online experiences, views about online learning, and future academic
needs within the natural resources discipline, and publication of results.

5.

List ALL vulnerable subject populations to be included and additional precautions
being taken to ensure their protection.
Examples include Minors (under age 18), College students, Prisoners, Employees,
Pregnant women/Fetuses, Adults with Cognitive Impairments, Substance abusers and
Non-English Speaking people
This subject population will consist of administrators, faculty, and students at the 50
institutions of higher learning with Society of American Forester (SAF) Accredited and
Candidate Forestry Degree Programs who have submitted an approval letter as attached
to this application (Appendix E). The administrators and faculty will primarily consist of
adults while the students will consist of traditional college-age students. Therefore,
researchers will only request the email addresses of those students who are 18 years of
age or older. Data will be analyzed for all participants 18 years of age or older only.
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6.

How will the subjects be selected and recruited?
Append copy of letter, advertisement, and transcript of verbal announcement if
applicable.

The subjects will be selected if they are employed or enrolled in any course and did not
participate in the pilot study at the 50 institutions of higher learning selected by the
researcher and who have submitted an approval letter as attached to this application. The
semester enrollment is dependent on the IRB approval for said research is approved by
the Institutional Review Board of Mississippi State University. The participants will be
recruited via their official institution of higher learning email addresses. Content of the
invitational email address they will receive is discussed in STEP THREE of Question B
and can be viewed in Appendix H. Data will be analyzed for all participants 18 years of
age or older.
7.

What inducement will be offered?
Provide justification for any inducement other than those of trivial benefit.

No inducements will be offered to any participant of this study.

8.

How many subjects will be used? List any salient characteristics of subjects (e.g..,
age range, sex, institutional affiliation, other pertinent characterizations.)

Any subject, who did not participate in the pilot study, age 18 years of age or older who
is affiliated with a Society of American Forester (SAF) Accredited and Candidate
Forestry Degree Programs as an administrator, faculty or student and whose institution
has submitted an approval letter will be accepted. Data will be analyzed for all subjects
18 years of age or older only.

9.

Number of times researchers will interact with each subject?
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Ms. Jodi B. Roberts will initiate interactions with the subjects twice – once via the initial
email recruitment and second via the survey reminder email.

Phone and contact

information will be provided to the subjects, whether they decide to participate or not.
Subjects are welcome to ask questions and discuss the study with the researcher at any
time and as many times as they like.

10.

What will the subjects do, or what will be done to them, in the study?
APPEND COPY OF QUESTIONNAIRES OR TEST INSTRUMENTS,
DESCRIPTION OF PROCEDURE TO BE CONDUCTED ON THE SUBJECT. If
the procedures involve observation, please include the type of behavior or action
you expect to observe and record. If the procedures involve an interview, attach
a sample of questions you plan to ask.
Procedures are discussed in Section IB and Question 4 of this application.
instruments and correspondence can be viewed in Appendixes A – I.

11.

The

How do you intend to obtain the subjects' INFORMED CONSENT?
N/A is not an acceptable answer to this question.
If in writing, attach a copy of the consent form. If not in writing, include a written
transcript of what is to be said to the subject(s), and justify the reason that oral, rather
than written, consent is being used. Each subject should be fully informed by written or
oral statement that indicates at a minimum: the purpose of the project, the benefits to be
derived, a full description of the procedures to be carried out in which the subjects are
involved, the amount of time that is required of subjects and who to contact with
questions.

Informed consent will be obtained in the manner discussed in STEP ONE and STEP
TWO in Question 4 of this application and can be viewed in Appendixes A, B, D, H, & I.
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Is it clear to the subject that their participation is fully voluntary? Yes
Is it clear to the subjects that they may withdraw at any time? Yes
Is it clear to the subjects that they may refuse to answer any specific question that
may be asked of them? Yes
Is it clear to the subjects who to contact in case of research-related questions? Yes
If the subjects are minors, you must obtain minor assent in addition to parental
consent. Please attach assent form/procedure. Subjects in this study are not minors.

12.

Assessment of RISK
Do you see any chance that subjects might be harmed in any way? No.
Do you deceive them in any way? No.
Are there any physical risks? No.
Psychological? (Might a subject feel demeaned or embarrassed or worried or
upset?) No.
Social? (Possible loss of status, privacy, reputation?) No.
How will you control for the risks you’ve identified?
It is made clear that the participants may refuse to answer any question(s) that make
him/her uncomfortable and that he/she may cease taking the survey at any time. It is also
made clear that no detriment will come to the participant and that his/her relationship
with Mississippi State University and/or the institution of higher learning in which he/she
is affiliated will not be affected.

13.

How do you ensure CONFIDENTIALITY of information collected?
At a minimum, provide the following information:
Who will have access to the data? Where will data be stored? Where will signed
consent forms be stored (be specific regarding location)? What identifiers (direct or
indirect) will be collected? What purpose do the identifiers serve? When will
identifiers be removed or “de-linked” from the data? (Identifiers include a code
number, which may be linked to another document containing names or other identifying
information.) Will the data be retained or destroyed? If the data will be destroyed,
how and at what point in time (be as specific as possible)?
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The method in which Ms. Roberts will ensure confidentiality is discussed in Section IB
of this application. In addition, when a participant clicks on the survey link provided in
both the initial invitation email and the subsequent reminder email, a web browser will be
prompted which takes the participant to the actual survey. No information about the
participant or hi/her email address is captured upon entering, exiting, or submitting the
survey instrument. Data, once retrieved from the Survey Monkey servers, will be located
on Ms. Jodi B. Roberts personal network drive (the “I” drive) on the Jade Server, which
is housed and maintained by ITS. Jodi B. Roberts and Dr. Stephen C. Grado will be the
only individuals with access to this network drive, as they must authenticate a user-name
and password to access the drive.

14.

Are approvals needed from another MSU regulatory committee (i.e. IACUC for
animals or IBC for infectious agents or recombinant DNA)? If so, please attach
approval letter(s) from appropriate committee(s). If approval has not yet been
obtained, where are you at in the approval process?

Approvals are not needed from another MSU regulatory committee.
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APPENDIX G
SURVEY MONKEY PRIVACY STATEMENT
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Privacy Policy
Last Updated 5/2/2008
Retrieved from http://www.surveymonkey.com/Monkey_Privacy.aspx on February 16, 2010.
TRUSTe Privacy Program
SurveyMonkey.com is a licensee of the TRUSTe Privacy Program. TRUSTe is an
independent, non-profit organization whose mission is to build user’s trust and
confidence in the Internet by promoting the use of fair information practices. This privacy
statement covers the Web site http://www.surveymonkey.com. Because this Web site wants
to demonstrate its commitment to your privacy, it has agreed to disclose its information
practices and have its privacy practices reviewed for compliance by TRUSTe. If you have
questions or concerns regarding this statement, you should first contact Chris Finley at
support@surveymonkey.com. If you do not receive acknowledgement of your inquiry or
your inquiry has not been satisfactorily addressed, you should contact TRUSTe at
http://www.truste.org/consumers/watchdog_complaint.php TRUSTe will then serve as a
liaison with us to resolve your concerns. SurveyMonkey.com complies with the EU Safe
Harbor framework as set forth by the Department of Commerce regarding the collection,
use, and retention of data from the European Union. This list can be found at:
http://web.ita.doc.gov/safeharbor/SHList.nsf/WebPages/Oregon.
Information Collection
You may view some areas of our site for free and register for a free account. We collect
information such as your name, address, email. We use this information to contact you
about the services on our site in which you have expressed interest.
You have the option to provide demographic information (such as income level and
gender) to us; we encourage you to submit this information so we can provide you a more
personalized experience on our site.
If you purchase a product or service from us, we request certain personally identifiable
information from you on our order form. You must provide contact information (such as
name, email, and shipping address) and financial information (such as credit card
number, expiration date).
We use this information for billing purposes and to fill your orders. If we have trouble
processing an order, we will use this information to contact you.
When you register for SurveyMonkey.com, you will receive a short welcome email. If you
opt to receive newsletters from us, you will receive a monthly email. As a paid subscriber,
you will receive emails regarding your account status and billing.
We will not use the information collected from your surveys in any way, shape, or form.
In addition, any other material you provide us (including images, email addresses, etc.)
will be held in the strictest confidence.
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In addition, we do not collect personally identifiable information about you except when
you specifically provide this information on a voluntary basis. We will make every effort
to ensure that whatever information you provide will be maintained in a secure
environment.
Log Files
As is true of most Web sites, we gather certain information automatically and store it in
log files. This information includes internet protocol (IP) addresses, browser type,
internet service provider (ISP), referring/exit pages, operating system, date/time stamp,
and clickstream data.
We use this information, which does not identify individual users, to analyze trends, to
administer the site, to track users’ movements around the site and to gather demographic
information about our user base as a whole.
We do not link this automatically-collected data to personally identifiable information.
Cookies
"Cookies" are small text files a website can use to recognize repeat users.
SurveyMonkey.com uses cookies to recognize visitors and more quickly provide
personalized content or grant you unimpeded access to the website. With cookies
enabled, you will not need to fill in password or contact information.
Information gathered through cookies also helps us measure use of our website. Cookie
data allow us to track usage behavior and compile data that we can use to improve the
site. This data will be used in aggregate form; no specific users will be tracked.
Generally, cookies work by assigning a unique number to the user that has no meaning
outside of the Web site that he or she is visiting. You can easily turn off cookies. Most
browsers have a feature that allows the user to refuse cookies or issues a warning when
cookies are being sent. However, our site will not function properly without cookies.
Enabling cookies ensures a smooth, efficient visit to our website.
We use a third-party tracking service that uses cookies to track non-personally
identifiable information about visitors to our site in the aggregate to capture usage and
volume statistics to help us improve our site. We have no access or control over these
cookies.
This privacy statement covers the use of cookies by www.surveymonkey.com only and does
not cover the use of cookies by any third party.
Information Use
SurveyMonkey.com reserves the right to perform statistical analyses of user behavior and
characteristics. We do this in order to measure interest in and use of the various areas of
the website.
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SurveyMonkey.com collects IP addresses for system administration and record keeping.
Your IP address is automatically assigned to your computer when you use the World
Wide Web. Our servers record incoming IP addresses. The IP addresses are analyzed
only in aggregate; no connection is made between you and your computer's IP address.
By tracking IP addresses, we can determine which sites refer the most people to
SurveyMonkey.com. (Think of an IP address like your zip code; it tells us in general
terms where you're from.)
Communications from the Site
Service-related Announcements
We will send you strictly service-related announcements on rare occasions when it is
necessary to do so. For instance, if our service is temporarily suspended for
maintenance, we might send you an email.
Generally, you may not opt-out of these communications, which are not promotional in
nature. If you do not wish to receive them, you have the option to deactivate your
account.
Customer Service
Based upon the personally identifiable information you provide us, we will send you a
welcoming email to verify your username and password. We will also communicate with
you in response to your inquiries, to provide the services you request, and to manage
your account. We will communicate with you by email or telephone, in accordance with
your wishes.
Newsletters
If you wish to subscribe to our newsletter(s), we will use your name and email address to
send the newsletter to you. Out of respect for your privacy, we provide you a way to
unsubscribe. Please see the “Opting out” section.
Sending Emails on User’s Behalf
We also send survey invitation emails on behalf of our customers. The customer's email
list is stored on our system, but is not used by SurveyMonkey.com in any other way. The
emails sent on our customer's behalf appear to come from the customer's email address.
Surveys or Contests
From time-to-time we may provide you the opportunity to participate in contests or
surveys on our site. If you participate, we will request certain personally identifiable
information from you. Participation in these surveys or contests is completely voluntary
and you therefore have a choice whether or not to disclose this information. The
requested information typically includes contact information (such as name and shipping
address), and demographic information (such as zip code).
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We use this information to notify contest winners and to monitor site traffic or
personalize the site (in the case of anonymous information collected in surveys).
Testimonials
We post testimonials from time to time. We always receive permission to post prior to
posting.
Sharing Information
Service Providers
We use other third parties to provide billing services on our site. When you purchase a
service from us, we will share contact and credit card information as necessary for the
third party to provide that service.
These third parties are prohibited from using your personally identifiable information for
any other purpose including their own marketing purposes.
Opting Out
Upon request, SurveyMonkey.com will allow any user to opt out of our monthly
newsletter. You can contact us through our Help Center or follow the unsubscribe
instructions included in each promotional email sent to you including the newsletter.
For more information regarding opting out of any mailing from SurveyMonkey.com,
please visit our Help Center.
Links to Other Sites
This Web site contains links to other sites that are not owned or controlled by
SurveyMonkey.com. Please be aware that we, SurveyMonkey.com, are not responsible
for the privacy practices of such other sites.
We encourage you to be aware when you leave our site and to read the privacy
statements of each and every Web site that collects personally identifiable information.
This privacy statement applies only to information collected by this Web site.
Access to Personally Identifiable Information
If your personally identifiable information changes, or if you no longer desire our
service, you may correct, update, delete or deactivate it by making the change on our My
Account page or by emailing our Customer Support at support@surveymonkey.com or by
contacting us by telephone or postal mail at the contact information listed below. We will
respond to any request for access within 30 days.
Legal Disclaimer
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We reserve the right to disclose your personally identifiable information as required by
law and when we believe that disclosure is necessary to protect our rights and/or to
comply with a judicial proceeding, court order, or legal process served on our Web site
General Security Policy
SurveyMonkey.com is aware of your privacy concerns and strives to collect only as much
data as is required to make your SurveyMonkey experience as efficient and satisfying as
possible, in the most unobtrusive manner as possible.
The security of your personal information is important to us. When you enter sensitive
information (such as credit card number and/or social security number) on our
registration or order forms, we encrypt that information using secure socket layer
technology (SSL).
We follow generally accepted industry standards to protect the personal information
submitted to us, both during transmission and once we receive it. No method of
transmission over the Internet, or method of electronic storage, is 100% secure, however.
Therefore, while we strive to use commercially acceptable means to protect your
personal information, we cannot guarantee its absolute security.
If you have any questions about security on our Web site, you can send email us at
support@surveymonkey.com

Changes in this Privacy Statement
If we decide to change our privacy policy, we will post those changes to this privacy
statement, the home page, and other places we deem appropriate so that you are aware
of what information we collect, how we use it, and under what circumstances, if any, we
disclose it.
We reserve the right to modify this privacy statement at any time, so please review it
frequently. If we make material changes to this policy, we will notify you here, by email,
or by means of a prominent notice on our home page.
Contact Us
If you have any questions or suggestions regarding our privacy policy, please contact us
at:
Online Support: http://help.surveymonkey.com/
Phone:
503-225-1202
Fax:
503-225-1200
Email:
support@surveymonkey.com
Mailing Address: SurveyMonkey.
1331 NW Lovejoy St., Suite 720 Portland, OR 97209
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APPENDIX H
SOCIETY OF AMERICAN FORESTERS ACCREDITED INSTITUTION APPROVAL
LETTERS
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APPENDIX I
EMAIL INVITATION

163

[Name of Group] Survey of Inhibitors and Motivators for Participation in Distance
Education Activities
This research is being conducted by Ms. Jodi B. Roberts as a dissertation project for the
College of Forest Resources at Mississippi State University to capture information
pertaining to [administrator, faculty, student] socio-demographic information, their
online learning experiences, views about online learning, and future academic needs
within the natural resources discipline.
Your participation will take approximately 10 minutes and will benefit you by assisting us
in determining: (1) the perceived inhibitors to and motivators for participation in
distance education among [administrators, faculty, and students] in the natural resources
discipline so comparisons can be made with other academic disciplines; and (2) to assist
those natural resource programs directors wanting to implement online degree programs
with science-based information from which they can use to propose or enhance distance
education at their respective institutions.
Participation in this survey is voluntary, and you may cease participating at any time or
decline to answer any question(s) without penalty. Whether or not your participate in
this survey will have no bearing on your relationship with Mississippi State University or
the institution of higher learning in which you are currently [employed, enrolled].
Your participation in this survey will remain anonymous at all times. Upon electronic
submission, only the survey responses are deposited into a secure database; your email
address/signature is eliminated.
Upon completion, you will be asked to submit your responses electronically. Clicking on
the “Submit” button indicates your consent for the researcher to use the information
collected for the purposes described above.
[Survey Monkey link to survey.]
Should you have any questions about this survey and/or your participation in this
research, please contact either:

Ms. Jodi B. Roberts, Mississippi State University, College of Forest Resources, at
662.325.0238 or by e-mail at jroberts@aoce.msstate.edu.
Dr. Stephen C. Grado, Mississippi State University, College of Forest Resources, at
662.325.2792 or by e-mail at sgrado@cfr.msstate.edu.
Mississippi State University, Office of Regulatory Compliance, at 662.325.3294.
Thank you in advance for your participation in this research!
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APPENDIX J
EMAIL REMINDER
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[Name of Group] Survey of Inhibitors and Motivators for Participation in Distance
Education Activities
There's still time to participate in the [Administrator, Faculty, Student] Survey of
Inhibitors and Motivators for Participation in Distance Education Activities, a
dissertation project for the College of Forest Resources at Mississippi State University to
capture information pertaining to [administrator, faculty, student] socio-demographic
information, their online learning experiences, views about online learning, and future
academic needs within the natural resources discipline.
If you have already submitted your response, we thank you for your time!
If you have not submitted your responses, you may do so by clicking on the online
[Administrator, Faculty, Student Inhibitors and Motivators for Participation in Distance
Education Activities Survey link: [Survey link]
Your participation will take approximately 10 minutes and will benefit you by assisting us
in determining: (1) the perceived inhibitors to and motivators for participation in
distance education among [administrators, faculty, and students] in the natural resources
discipline so comparisons can be made with other academic disciplines; and (2) to assist
those natural resource programs directors wanting to implement online degree programs
with science-based information from which they can use to propose or enhance distance
education at their respective institutions.
Participation in this survey is voluntary, and you may cease participating at any time or
decline to answer any question(s) without penalty. Whether or not your participate in
this survey will have no bearing on your relationship with Mississippi State University or
the institution of higher learning in which you are currently [employed, enrolled].
Your participation in this survey will remain anonymous at all times. Upon electronic
submission, only the survey responses are deposited into a secure database; your email
address/signature is eliminated.
Upon completion, you will be asked to submit your responses electronically. Clicking on
the “Submit” button indicates your consent for the researcher to use the information
collected for the purposes described above.
Should you have any questions about this survey and/or your participation in this
research, please contact either:
Ms. Jodi B. Roberts, Mississippi State University, College of Forest Resources, at
662.325.0238 or by e-mail at jroberts@aoce.msstate.edu.
Dr. Stephen C. Grado, Mississippi State University, College of Forest Resources, at
662.325.2792 or by e-mail at sgrado@cfr.msstate.edu.
Mississippi State University, Office of Regulatory Compliance, at 662.325.3294.
Thank you in advance for your participation in this research!
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